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SUPPLIED UNDER To Her MAjEsty 
ROYAL WARRANT THE QUEEN. 
“ Honest water which ne’er left man i’ the mire,””—Shakespeare Timon of Athens. 

The finest tribute ever accorded to sterling merit is contained in Tas Laaczr, of 
August 8, ay ees which embodies Caesar of Tux Lancet Special Commis- 
sion on Natural Mineral Waters,” “‘ Johannis’’—the subject of the Report—being selected from 
amongst the Natural Mineral Waters of the world as worthy of this distinction, 
PROMOTES APPETITE. ASSISTS DIGESTION. PROLONGS LIFE 


“ JOHANNIS.” 


THE KING OF NATURAL TABLE WATERS. 
CHARGED ENTIRELY WITH ITS OWN NATURAL GAS. 
To be obtained from all Chemists, Wine Merchants, and Stores at the following 
prices per Dozen delivered :— 
Bottles. }-Bottles. }-Bottles. Bottles. §-Bottles. }-Bottles. 
London  6/- 4/6 3/6 |Country 6/6 5-89 
Axp or att W. & A. Grieey’s Acznts rarovenovt Tue Kivepox. 
Springs: London i ed 
ZOLLHAUS, GERMANY. 25, REGENT STREET, 8.W. 
IMPORTANT TO SOLICITORS. 


In Drawing LEASES or MORTGAGES of 
LICENSED PROPERTY 
To see that the Insurance Covenants include a policy covering the risk of 
LOSS OR FORFEITURE OF THE LICENSB. 

Suitable clauses, settled by Counsel, can be obtained on application to 
THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND 
GUARANTEE FUND, LIMITED, 

24, MOORGATE STREET, LONDON, E.C. 


LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 
ESTABLISHED OVER HALF A CENTURY. 
10, FLEET STREET, LONDON. 
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FREE, 
SIMPLE, 


SECURE. 


TOTAL ASSETS, .£2,831,;000. INCOME, £319,000. 
The Yearly New Business exceeds ONE MILLION. 


TRUSTEES. 
The Right Hon. Lord HALSBURY. 
The Hon. Mr. Justice KEKEWIOCH. re 
The Right Hon. Sir JAMES PARKER DEANE, @.C., D.O.L. 
FREDERICK JOHN BLAKE, Esq. 





WILUIAM WILLIAMS, Esq. 


a XXXIX.,, No. 1. 4 
The Solicitors’ Journal and Reporter. 
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Lorp Justice Kay has not te returned to the Oourt of 


Appeal, but it is understood that he is going on favourably. 





Court or Aprzat No. 2 bons cienaieent 
cery interlocutory a ve been 
eo Bs when the eee Chanasllon ‘was 
appeals from the Queen’s Bench Division. : 








court on Wednesday last was. of 
lordship resumed his sittings on 
recovered his ordinary robust 
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to go to the Courtof Appeal. In the first place, if the Court of 
Appeal, in stich @ case, refuses to hear it, the Divisional Court 
cannot 


Court refuses to hear a doubtful appeal because it is ‘‘ practice 
and procedure,’’ it is ible that the Court of lg may 
ow on the point, and send it back to be 
by a divisional court, In the second place, it will be 
always more difficult for the Court of Appeal to refuse to hear 
from chambers because it is not procedure, than for 
: Court to refuse it because it 1 procedure.” ‘The 
Court of Appeal will always have before its mind a considera- 
tion in favour of hearing the appeal which must operate 
ly against sending the case _ peal to a divisional court. 
the preliminary objection is raised against an appeal 
that its subject is not “practice and procedure,” the court will 
be conscious throughout the argument of the respondent that if 
it sends the case to be heard by a divisional court it will very 
bably have it back again on appeal from the Divisional 
; the easiest thing to do will be to hear it at once. As a 
natural nicatg wgy every counsel who raises this prelimin 
Objection will have to stand that running fire from the be 
| which has become quite a feature of the hearing of Queen’s 
Bench appeals by the Court of Appeal on matters of procedure. 
reasons we venture to suggest for the consideration of 
our readers that the Judicature Act, 1894, s. 1, sub-section 4, 


ee Ln rape, be read as if it were in the 
every 


following words :—“ matter which a: to involve 
of ice~and procedure, ceeet trom a judge 
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be wondered at that practitioners are somewhat 
— forms of originating summonses. It is not the 

themselves which are puzzling, but the names given to 
now four different statutory forms—viz., 
Nos. 1 4, 8, G, u. ‘The first is the general form ; 
called an originating summons “ Not inter partes” ; 
the third is an originating summons under ord. 54, r. 48, to 
which no is required ; and the fourth is a form of 
ex parte ergiating suainone When a clerk to buy a 
venue Department at the Law Qourts he 


afterwards refuse to do so; whereas, if the Divisional |- 





















































‘gection 4.. We have reason to believe that, after consideration | generally gets served with the wrong form, and the m | 
‘of the matter, it hasbeen determined to leave the mystery to | easiest way to explain how this occurs, and at the same to jeer 
work itself out. Parties desirous of appealing from the judge | assist in preventing its recurrence, isto give a short key to th | fwent 
in chambers must select the proper court to appeal to, and must | puzzle :— onee 
be prepared in all cases to meet the preliminary objection that} 1.4. G Form.—This is for use where there is a plaintiff 14 ws 
the has been | in the wrong court. By means| ° lant—as, for example, where the summoz the di 
it is no doubt, the true meaning of the phrase will is for ion of an estate, where the defendant gosts, 
become gradually enunciated by the decisions given in individual is required to enter an appearance. ,amou 
cases. e will not the arguments contained in our pre-| _1 3. Not Inter Partes.—This is not to be confused with ani% ) gnde 
vious ‘article on this subject, which were directed to shew the e£ Parte originating summons. In one sense there wher 
need which exists for some authoritative announcement as to ies to it, for, though there is no plaintiff or de-J% } days. 
what appeals from cham will be taken by the Oourt of endant, there is always an applicant and a re- lyin 
Appeal and what by the Divisional Court. It serves no pur- spondent. This form requires an appearance to be bel | 
to thrash a dead horse. The problem is to be left to the entered by the respondent. estab 
ackancinenien to solve for ves (possibly at theirown| 1G. Under Order 54¥, to which no appearance is required.—Thi less_! 
le pr a-mady and the only point left for useful consideration is form must also be distinguished from the ex parte aft 
FF the risk of failure can be minimized by the adoption of originating summons. Its use is confined to the pur-@ our | 
i a some general rule. With this object in view, we venture to named in ord, 54, r. 4r. Unlike an ex parti 
the following as a safe rule for doubtful cases: When in summons, itis addressed to a respondent, and is in-@ //after 
bt, go to the Court of Ap In a matter of this kind a tended in every case to be served on such respondent, @ / days 
grain of common sénsé is worth a peck of scientific hair- but informs him that he need not enter appearance. defer 
itting, and the ——— sense of the ane — is ar v1 a. - parte Originating wet Ra GS om as its name orde: 
a Sem ueen’s Bench Cham ould go to the enotes, is for use exclusively where there is no one to 
Court of Appeal. be served. Peter 
It would, ed be pty es No. 1B F see ome by some # } woul 
other name. en so m usiness is e at high pressure 

Ir 1s quirz tevez that ord. 54, r. 23, says that ‘‘In the| clear catch-words are important, and there is pha simi-# if - 
Queen’s Bench Division, except in matters of practice and larity between the names “summons not inter partes” and— pay. 
procedure, the appeal from the decision of a judge in chambers | «: 47 parte summons.” viet 
shall be to a divisional court,” and where it is quite clear that 807) 
no question of practice and uré is mixed up with the sub- | 
ject. of the ap it will have to go to that court. But where : ont 
there is the test admixture of practice and procedure, or A DEcIsIon has once more been taken upon the vexed question y 
the slightest doubt as to whether the question involvéd is or’1s | °% t© what statement must be contained in the further report of = 
not one of practice or procedure, it will be safer in every case the official receiver under section -8 of the Companies (Winding- ree 


up) Act, 1890, in order to give jurisdiction to the court to order paid 


any of the promoters, directors, or officers of a company in defe 
liquidation to be publicly examined as to the promotion or™ lai 
formation of the company, or as to his conduct and dealings as men 
director or officer. It will"be remembered that the cases of Re Cow 
Great Kruger Gold Mining Co, (40 W. R. 625; 1892, 3 Oh. fj) the: 
‘307) and 2 Triat“and Investment Corporation of South Africa nia 
(40 W. R. 689; 1892,°3 Oh. 332) spoke with a somewhat § °°? 
uncertain voice as to whether it was necessary that the of @ 
further report should state in terms that fraud had been com- Mas 
mitted. It is clear from these decisions that it is not necessary The 
for the official receiver to level an accusation of fraud against ™ and 
any individual named in his further report; but the words of the § Just 
section seem to require that that document should state ™ <defe 
“‘ whether, in his opinion, any Ssayg.has been committed by an the 

erson in the promotion or ion of the company,” or by plai: 

y director or officer since the formation. If this be the true refu 
view, the further report, if it is to found jurisdiction for an order with 
for public examination, myst state that fraud has been com- virt 
mitted, though te gee peer ee ae eee Bat in & } und 
some cases the view “it is Sufficient if the MF | obt 
further report suggests fraud, or states circumstances from the 


existence of which fraud ma: 
stating that in the opinion 
committed : see Re Laxon & 
Steam Laundry, §c., Co, (1893, 2 Q. B. 386), On Wednesday 


implied, without definitely 
the cial receiver it has been 
Co. (1893, 1 Ch. 210), Re Birkdale 





last the Court of Appeal held, in Re General Phoophete Corporation 1 
that th 5 put in @ process 0 

examinato! OT which does Hot Bt won the Taos OF it | 
that” some~frand- 60 : the = 
d ing to order a public 







examination in that case, the report in which stated that there 
was a case for inquiry, and it was desirable that there 
should be a public examination. Leave was gi 


iven to appeal 
to ee House of Lords. It is time for this serious question to be 
y settled. 
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Our connesronpent “J. B. W.,” whose leiter appeared in 
our last issue (38 Soxzcrrors’ Jounnat, 820), is obviously 
right in his statement that, under section 116 of the County 
Courts Act, 1886, a plaintiff who gues in the High Court fora 
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only entitled to Supreme Court 





gum between £20 and £50 is 
costs if he actually odteins adn order under 
fwenty-ohe days from*#ervice of the writ. “J. B. W.” was 
concerned for a defendant against whom a summons under order 
14 was pending; and, there being no defence, he offered to pay 
the debt and costs. The plaintiff demanded the sum of £7 for 
costs, less the amount of obtaining the order, such being the 
amount of costs usually allowed in the High Court on judgment 
under order 14 for sums over £50, and also sums under £50 
where the order for judgment is obtained within twenty-one 
days. Our correspondent is under the impression that, in com- 
lying with this demand, he paid too much, because the plaintiff 
ad not actually obtained his order, and therefore had not 
established any right to Supreme Court costs, the debt being 
less than £50. The point involved is one of some nicety, é 
ad it frequently arises, it may be useful to consider it apart from 
our correspondent’s statement, which lacks some important 
particulars. If a summons under order 14 is issued promptly 
[aay aga it would come on for hearing about fourteen 


—— 


eee 


days after service of the writ. If there were no solid 
defence to the claim, the plaintiff would certainly obtain his 
order for judgment within twenty-one days. We will sup- 
that the defendant, knowing this, offers, on the day 
oe the summons is returnable, to pay the debt and coste.. He 
}would generally make his offer on the last day, because, having 
}no defence, he could only have appeared in order to gain time. 
\If the plaintiff were to accept the debt, with an undertaking to 
pay costs to be ed or taxed, as was the case with our pre- 
vious correspondent, ‘“‘ W. H. W.” (see 38 Soxicrrors’ Journ, 
807), he could never obtain costs on the Supreme Court scale, 
\/because if the parties disagreed and went to taxation, costs could 
jonly be allowed on the county court scale, no order for judg- 
ment having been made. On the other hand, if the plaintiff 
refused to accept the amount of the debt unless the defendant 
paid at the same time costs on the Supreme Oourt scale, the 
defendant would be powerless to refuse. If he did refuse, the 
plaintiff would have-no difficulty in obtaining his order for judg- 
ment on the hearing of the summons for debt and Supreme 
Court costs. The plea of the defendant that he had tendered 
\| the debt and county court costs, for examiplé, would not avail 
\\ him, He tendered leas than the amount t which the plaintiff 
\ cduld establish his claim if he exercised his legal right instead 
of agreeing to the proposed terms of settlement, therefore the 
Master would be bound to give the plaintiff the full costs. 
There is another contingency which not infrequently happens, 
and which causes great inconvenience to the plaintiff's solicitor. 
Just before the hearing of a summons under order 14, a 
defendant, who is known to be in straits financially, offers to pay 
the debt at once, but refuses to pay any costs at all. The 
plaintiff's solicitor is afraid, in the interests of his client, to 
refuse to take the amount of the debt, and therefore accepts it, 
without prejudice to his right to costs. This is a case where 
virtue usually goes unrewarded, for it is not. ible to go on 
under order 14 for the costs alone, and the ‘aint cae Oily 
obtain his costs by isting 2 summons before-the~judge~for 
costs. On this summons thé jidge would, as @ Matter Of course, 
make an order for costs to be taxed. According to the strict 
wording of section 116 of the County Courts Act, omitting the 
peveo at the end, such costs ought to be taxed on the Supreme 
urt scile, but, read with its proviso, the section is very 
puzzling, and we greatly doubt if any taxing master would, in 


— circumstances, allow more than county court costs for a 


sum under £50, no order for judgment having been made. 





Ir appzars to be clear law that in order to obtain rescission 






f a contract for the sale of land, ) 
oouVeyunre mote Ti Pareuanee it, the purchaser must be able 
to ef actual fraud on the ; agree,” 
said Lord ELDon,; ©:; ii Ziicards v. M’ Leay (2 Swanst., p. 289), 





‘that if one party makes a representation which he knows to 
be false, but the falsehood of which the other had no 
means of knowing, this court will rescind the contract.” And 
the judgment of the House of Lords in Wilde v. Gibson (1 


H. L. ©. 605) shews that there must be fraud in 
the vendor. In Hart y. Swaine (7 Ch. D, 5 Be ows ' 


Tf within } 














Fi 







vendor alleged that he had 
it to be true. But even assuming this 
held that he had, in the view of a court of law, 
fraud, and he ordered the sale to be set 
course clear that no such distinetion between 
fraud can be set u pede ay ox te pe ~ in the 
of Pilgrim 'y. Dick, Romer, J., declined, under 
circumstances, to assist the purchaser. 
copyhold, was sold and conveyéd as freehold, 
was not aware that the tenure of the land was 

hold ; consequently, he was not guilty of fraud in the sense in 
which the word must now be taken both in i 
and the action against him was dismissed. 
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Ir as BEEN held by a Divisional 
OCuartzs, JJ.) that the non-payment of a ca 
render the defaulter liable to tS on to pri 
turns the effect of section 66 of the Towns 
Act, 1847; by which, if po ig re refuses to 
the fare allowed by that or 
thereunder, “ such fare may, 
before one justice as a penalty.” 
the Torquay bye-laws, a person who had hired a cab was 
summoned for refusing to pay the sum of 4s. as the fare. An 
order was made against him for payment of 13s. 6d., includ- 
ing costs, “or in default seven days’ imprisonment.” The 
defendant oy Ae 13s. + he news Ao pasta the 
latter of the order to s against him, 
canihiier before the court to be quashed. On the 
Act of 1847 it is possible to — that, since 
be ‘récovered as a penalty, same 
as if it was really a penalty recoverable 
conviction for a on ‘oltence sper 8 
construction possible, + the recovery 
likened to the recovery of a penalty so far as 
mary jurisdiction of the magistrates, and that, while it 
recoverable before a i , it is still o 
civil debt. This latter view is clearly ado 
Jurisdiction Act, 1879, which, in sections 
between penalties imposed in cases of conviction, and sums of 
money recoverable on complaint to a court of summary jurisdic- 
tion. For non-payment of penalties a scale of periods of 
imprisonment is , but asum of money claimed to be 
due before a court of summary jurisdiction is to “ be deemed to 
Lihue pranrel A ee snare 

© magistrates cannot order imprisonment in pay- 
mn ie The order of the Torquay justices accordingly 
q : 





Oan THE worps “ heirs-at-law” mean “heirs in gavelkind ”” 


where the subject of the gift is gavelkind lands? In Re Ré 
Barrett (Deceased) ( elsewhere) Ontrry, J,, 
they could bear that meaning. In this case there 
a person for life, with remainder to his Asirs- 
words could clearly be construed as words of i 
would merely limit the of whatever 
cases, however, where the w “ heirs,” “ 
only be construed as words of purchase, it 
from a special context, the common law 
apenas to be the real result of the authorities 
¥, J.; itt Garland v. Bevérley (26 W. BR. 7 
221), where e testator. devised i 
tail, with remainder is 
the words meant his hei 
Romitty, in Polley v. 
97), says: ‘ As between 
kind heir, Thorpe v.: 
Co. Litt. 10a establish 
descent it shall be taken 
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of the erty: as where the property is of gavel- but so that a restriction may be imposed preventi 
borou, h Haglish tenure and the foie takes by descent, disposal without the consent of persons Sind or 
according to those tenures will take; but where the} 4. The power of disposition to be subject, in the case of an 
heir takes a purchase, and the person to take is designated as equitable fee, to any equitable tee having priority over © 
the heir or the right heir, then the heir at common law takes.” the estate of the person making the disposition, but @ 


REFORM IN LAND TRANSFER. 


We have been favoured with the following observations on 
this subject by Mr. WotsrennoLme :— 

At the recent meeting at Bristol of the Incorporated Law 
Society Mr. Joun Hunrer suggested that the transfer of land 
might be made to approximate more nearly to the transfer of 
stocks and shares; and Mr. F.G. Firon has lately made the 
same tion in a letter to the Zimes. 

I & paper on this subject before the Juridical Society in 
the year 1862, which was printed in vol. 2, p. 533, of the Tran- 
sactions of the society. ough in your paper of the 27th of 
October you have given a correct summary of my paper of 1862, 
it will be convenient for me to state it again in a short form, 
more icularly as I now think that some alteration is required 
as to the power of absolute disposition. 

The simplicity of the title to shares or stock may be said to 

on four specialities :— 

1) = a less than the entire interest can be trans- 


(2) The bank or the company are exempt from acknowledging 
any owner except the registered owner of the entire 

(3) The bank, and 
© bank, and now most companies, guaran th 
validity of the transfer. ’ _— 

(4) Every pound of the stock or shares is precisely similar to 
every other pound ; so that the guarantee can be made 
effectual by purchasing and giving to any person de- 
frauded the identical thing he has lost. 

The third and fourth of these specialities cannot be applied to 
land. The guarantee cannot be provided except by the public 
or by fees, which the vender or purchaser must pay, and might 
as well ea investigating title; and there can be given to 
one part es only, and not the identical thing he has lost. 
If a defrauded landowner is to have back his land, and the 
og Gere is to have the damages, the latter will probably think 

better to save the insurance fo wages and incur some expense 
in the investigation of title. the purchaser is to retain the 
land, and the defrauded landowner is to have the damages, the 
condition of the purchaser is still worse. The moment he has 
Psy a title against all prior claims, the law which excludes 

comes a a gan himself, He has acquired a 
against a danger which it is generally possible to 
discover, and which, if existing, ceases aller a tinne under the 
atatutes of limitation ; but he becomes exposed to a new danger, 
always present, against which his only defence is the care and 
= + a ge ween official. 
clear, therefore, that, for proper safety, in the case of 
land there must be some investigation of title, The third and 
fourth specialities above mentioned cannot be applied to it; and 
the efforts for reform must be confined to applying the first and 
second specialities so far as the subject-matter admits. 

In the case of stocks or shares, it is absolutely necessary for 
the bank or the eHapeny to keep a register of transfers in order 
to pay dividends. ere is no such necessity in the case of land. 
po ae > wang A gt = er aise hag be dealt we is the instrument 

transfer, without reference to registration of deeds i 
or may not be added. ” Pweg 

My Fag is this :— 

1, a certain date no disposition to be made of the legal 
fee simple, except to the extent of the whole fee, or a 
rent-charge in fee, or a term of years absolute. 

2, Every other esiate or interest purported to be created is to 
take effect in equity only, as a trust. 

3, Every person having either a /gal or equitable estate in fee 
simple, or a ren in fee, or a term of years 
absolute, to have complete power to dispose thereof for 
all purposes by sale, mortgage, leasing, and otherwise ; 


free from all subsequent estates, trusts, and rights, 
notwithstanding notice thereof. It is not necessary or 


advisable to specify that the disposition must be in © 


favour of a bond fide purchaser. A fraudulent dis- 
position could be set aside in a proper case. 

5. A real representative to be constituted, in whom all 
interests in land, freehold and leasehold, shall vest, in 
like manner, and with all the same powers and rights, 
as in case of an executor as holds. 

6. A distringas register to be established, which is to be made 
the only search obligatory on a purchaser, whether as 

bankruptcy or otherwise. 


The result would be. to reduce the title to land to a series of 


simple conveyances of the legal fee simple, or a rent-charge in | 
from all equities. No | 
case would arise requiring evidence of death, failure of issue, © 


fee, or a term of years absolute apart 


number of children, or as to who is eldest son, or any matter of 


pedigree, or as to any other matter except identity of parcels. 
All such evidence would affect the equities only, and would fall © 
off from the title when the legal fee which they affected is ~ 


alienated. 

Examples :— 

1. A mortgagor makes six successive mortgages, and then 
sells. At present all six mortgages remain on the title. Under 
the above scheme, the purchaser takes a conveyance from the 
first mortgagee and succeeds to his power of absolute disposition 
of the fee just as if he had sold under his power of sale; and 
the other five mortgages become immaterial. 

2. A settlor conveys to the use of himself in fee simple, with 
a restriction on alienation without consent of persons named 

who will be the trustees for the purposes of the Settled Land 

cts). He then, by a separate deed, declares a trust for him- 
self for life, with remainders over, and with charges of join- 
tures, portions, &c. On his death, his real representative 
conveys the fee to the next tenant for life, with the like 
restriction. When the settlement is spent by bar of the entail 
and payment of charges, the fee is conveyed to the beneficial 
owner, and all dealings with charges fall off the title ; any con- 
tinuing jointures or unpaid charges may be secured by a restric- 
tion on alienation without consent, or by distringas, or by a 
term of years absolute. The er of new trustees can 
be arranged so as not to bring the deed of appointment on the 
title. 

The above two examples are sufficient to shew that the 
abstract of title will contain only a succession of short convey- 
ances in fee, or for a term, giving no trouble except as to 
identification of parcels, which cannot be avoided. 

The scheme fits in with the Settled Land Acts, under which a 
tenant for life is practically owner of the fee, subject to a 


restriction on disposal. In other respects it is based entirely on | 
existing principles and practice. No new principles of law will © 


be introduced, and a large amount of technical law will become 


obsolete. 

I think the scheme is capable of being applied at once to 
settlements ; and would, therefore, soon come into operation as 
regards ail land. 

I need not go into further details. I think all difficulties can 
be provided for without undue inconvenience. If any of your 

ers would suggest difficulties, great assistance would be 
afforded to those who may be disposed to adopt the scheme, and 
prepare a Bill for Parliament, which would be short. : 

Some persons appear to object to the Statute of Uses. It is 
now very useful as a mere piece of machinery. Under the 
above scheme it will become nearly obsolete. 


But the Statute of Quia Emptores should be repealed. Its | 


original is no longer of importance; and it prevents the 
grant of buliding leases in fee simple, reserving a rent service, 


which are universal in Scotland under the name of ‘“‘feus.” — 
The t mode of conveying subject to a rent-charge isnot @ 


wp. P. WotsTENHOLME. 
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2, Stone-buildings. 
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CONCERNING RULE-MAKING: A RETROSPECT. 


Dvnine the legal year which has just closed complaints have 
been heard of the dearth of legal business, with its inevitable 
accompaniment of the shrinkage of professional earnings, 
Whether or not these complaints were justified we need not 
stop to inquire. At any rate, in one direction the period which 
we are considering has been pong he i more than i 
activity. Whether our courts have or less b 

of work to deal with, certain it is that the body which prescribes 
for us our rules of procedure has, during the past twelve 
months, displayed a quite alarming amount of energy; so that 
a period which, according to general belief, has been conspicuous 
by a decline of business in our courts, has been marked by a 
very considerable addition to the bulk of the rules which : 
late the procedure in those courts. On the commencement of a 
new year it may not be uninteresting or uninstructive if we 
shortly recapitulate the work of the Rule-Committee during the 

t year. 

N Sone had the legal year opened when the Rules of Novem- 
ber, 1893, appeared. They carried into effect several of the 
recommendations of the Council of Judges, and dealt with such 
im + questions as the improvement of procedure under 
order 14, trial without pleadings and discovery, and in particular 
afforded to practitioners groaning under the fetters upon foreign 
service imposed and fast-rivetted by the decision in Re Busfield 
(34 W. R. 872, 32 Oh. D. 123) a relief from the stringency of 
provisions which had long been felt to constitute a grievous hard- 
ship. It is not too much to say that the main benefit conferred 
upon suitors by the Rules of November, 1893, was to be found 
in the provisions which allowed service out of the jurisdiction 
of originating process other than writs of summons, and the 
profession gladly recognized and welcomed this nse to an 
appeal for relief which had persistently been put forward for 
many years. 

The visions of the Trustee Act, 1893, necessitated new 
rules BC pcan ig and on the 5th of December, 1893, the 
necessary machinery was provided by a set of rules entitled 
“Rules of the Supreme Court, 1893.” The effect of these rules 
was fully considered by us at the time (38 Soricrrors’ Journat, 
107, 108), and they do not call for any further observation here. 

far the work of the Rule Committee had on the whole been 
beneficial to suitors, and their labours had provoked but little 
adverse criticism. But this tranquillity was but as the calm 
before a storm, On the 10th of 


Jan , 1894, the Rule 
Committee, hastily summoned 2 8 passed an “urgent” rule | * 
+ ey 


annulling the provisions of R ovember, 1893, relating 
to foreign service. The cause for this sudden of front 
was to be found in the obj a ex in Parliament to the 
regulations as to service out of the jurisdiction being applied to 
Scotland and Ireland. From the tact that the Rule Committee 
so speedily retracted rules which, after grave and 
deliberation, they had solemnly passed, we must C) 
they were impressed with the weight of the objections raised, 
but practitioners have sought in vain for any valid reason why 
the demands of English suitors (demands admitted] just) 
should have had to give way to the jealous susceptibilitioe 0: 
Scotch and Irish politicians. The question has been repeatedly. 
asked, why, if it was right in November, 1893, that the Engli 
suitor should have power to obtain an order for service of 

rocess in any part of the inhabited globe, he should, in 

anuary, 1894, be deprived of the right to effect such service in 
Madrid or Hong Kong simply ' because it was ‘considered 
inexpedient that the operation of the rules should extend to 
Edinburgh or Dublin? No answer has been given to this very 

rtinent question, and we are still suffering under this grievous 
injustice, that the whole machinery for service of originating 
summonses has been made more complicated and more costly 
with a view to service abroad, whilst the power to serve abroad 
has been withdrawn. 

Searcely had a bewildered profession recovered from the 
shock given to it by this abrupt withdrawal of the rules relating 
to foreign service, when it was startled K dogs from the 
judgment of the full Court of Appeal, its ideas upon a 
subject with which it might be supposed to be familiar were 
We have on several former occasions 


altogether wrong. 





referred at very considerable 

in Re (42 W. R. 483 
summons was defined as 
menced without writ which 
menced by writ. We exposed so fully the 


from this erision and. the goers Sears eens ae 
S thot ii fs unpscesenny So Se oe ee ae 
. c as as 
Rive aan historical than 


matters now stand is rather of an antiquarian and 
of a mer nature. Obviously, however, the — way out of 
ulties created by the decision was to be _in the 
interposition of the Rule mittee. dingly the attention 
| PogeMe i Bee Be de BR a Se ta 
after deli extending over several mon’ 
tuted for the cll'ons, which would have Ghe ellet ot bringing 
or the one, W: ive ees OF OF ; 
matters back to the region of Meade gh Bavin- 


Holloway ‘‘ to a well-deserved oblivion.” 


critics, is that w 

the direct result of the decision ini tollowey® 

Ines tale tae 4 a at Tale, aeeaplones wie 
‘ e 

the provisions of the Rules sPitealion Act 1893, the draft was 

published of a considerable body of rules by which it was pro- 


to deal with (inter alia) orders, actions on penal 
originating ‘mone appek fo chambers, appeals 
in interpleader proceedings, nally 
issued on the 18th of August, the proposed new rules as to 
Eustace cnt Gbaane “f 
an 

sive nature of the curtailment 
from the fact that the draft 
whilst, as finally issued, 
thirteen. It must be 
publication of 
was discovered that 
wegen as Se : 

e net result of the work of the rule-making authority for 
the year may be said 
to our code of 


have 
thus 


nating summonses solely necessitated by a 
misapprehension. . 
e are tempted to ask how much 
unmaking of rules of court is to be 
already reached to quite alarming 
does, some 1,100 rules. Oonstant 
create unrest and and 
rules by means of judicial d is 
They afford, indeed, ample material for the editors 
practice, but at how great a cost to 
It is generally understood that a 
solidation of the Rules of the 
past been on foot. . It is 
sion will have something of 
it, and that we shall enjoy 
changes which bewilder 
ensure this som 
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and efficiently performed until some scheme has been devised 

for obtaining advice and assistance from the officials who are 

ible for working the complicated machinery of our vast 

of legal procedure. It ought not to be difficult to secure 

services of a body of thoroughly practical men for this pur- 

pose, and we believe that the formation of such a consultative 
ly is a reform urgently needed. 








PURCHASERS AND TRUSTEES AS AFFECTED BY 
THE FINANCE ACT, 1894. 


No man can foresee the consequences of a change in the law. A Bill 
may be most carefully prepared ; it may be submitted to the criticism 
bt @ committee of experts, and may be passed by Parliament without 
; and yet, when it becomes an Act, it may be found to produce 
@mforeseen effects. The Finance Act was subjected to very severe 
— from both friends and foes; but still there are some pointe 
appear to have been overlooked. Judging by the favour with 
whieh our criticisms on the Bill were received by Government, we feel 
convinced that the defects which we point out will be speedily remedied. 
The object of the Act is to obtain payment of certain duties. It is 
not intended to throw any burden on, or to cause inconvenience to, the 
public, except so far as may be nec for ensuring that the duties 
shall be . It certainly was not intended to render ordinary deal- 
ings wi : property Pen cage but i, —— ecto for the 
purpose of securing the duty appear to w an undue burden on pur- 
chasers and trustees. _— ¥ 


Where‘the executor is not accountable for duty on property passing 
on death, every beneficiary, every trustee, and every purchaser (except a 
for value without notice) is accountable for the duty (section 8), 
a rateable share of which is a first charge on the property, except as 
regards a purchaser for value without notice (section 9). When the Com- 
missioners of Inland Revenue are satisfied that the duty is or will be 
paid in respect of an estate, or any part thereof, they are, if required, 
to give a certificate which shall discharge from further claim for duty 
the comprised in the certificate ; but the certificate is not to 
any person (except a purchaser for value without notice) or 
from the duty in case of fraud or failure to disclose material 
(section 11). The commissioners have power, under sections 12 
and 13, in certain cases to commute the duty on an interest in ex- 
, and to accept a composition for all death duties, and to give 
either case a certificate of isc! These sections, however, ccn- 
tain no provisions exonerating a purchaser for value in case the certi- 
is obtained by fraud or failure to disclose material facts. It 
Oughé, perhaps, to be noticed that, though section 13 provides for the 
case of the certificate being obtained by fraud or failure to disclose 
ial facta, section 12 contains no such provision. It cannot, how- 
ever, be doubted that a certificate obtained by fraud is void, “for the 
common law doth so abhor fraud and covin, that all acts, as well 
judicial as others, and which of themselves are just and lawful, yet 
being mixed with fraud and deceit, are in judgment of law wrongful 
and unlawfal (Fermor’s Vase, 3 Rep. 78a). 
It may perhaps be argued that the provisions of section 11, protecting 
& purchaser when a certificate is given, will protect him where a certifi- 
cate is given under section 12 or section 13. This appears to be by no 
means clear. If all the provisions as to certificates under section 11 
were to apply to certificates under section 13, it would have been 
unnecessary to repeat in the latter section the provisions avoiding 
@ certificate where it is obtained by fraud. We submit that this is a 
point which ought not to be left doubtful, and that an Act should be 
paseed rendering it clear that a certificate under either section protects 
a for value without notice. 

t will be observed that a certificate under either section affords no 
otection to trustees. et pie) to us that this is a serious omission 
the Act, and that it will lead to great inconvenience in practice. 

Let us take an example :—On the death of A. his executors have to 
make a return of his mal property ; his devisee, of his real 
; and B. and C., the trustees of his marriage settlement, of the 
property. The rate at which duty is payable depends upon the 
aggregate value of his real and personal property and the trust property ; 
so that if any items of property of either pes are omitted, it may 
» when they are discovered, that the rate of duty on the whole 

is, on each class of property—is raised. B.and C. obtain a 
of discharge under section 11, and proceed to distribute the 
among the beneficiaries. Afterwarde, it turns out that 
the does not operate as a discharge, owing to fraud or failure 
to disclose material facts on the part of the executors or devisees. What 
is the result? The who have acted bond fide, who have only 
performed their strict duty in distributing the pro , Temain account- 


: 


able to the Crown—in other words, they will have to pay the duty out of 
own pockets, and must endeavour to get it back from the 
beneficiaries. Similar remarks apply to certificates under sections 12 and | 
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13. Surely trustees who distribute or apply property in accordance 
with their trust ought to be protected in cases where they have obtained 
a certificate without any fraud or failure on their part; leaving the 
Crown to its remedy against the beneficiaries. 

If this c in the law is made, it ought to extend so as to protect 
the estates of deceased trustees. Suppose in the case that we have given, 
B., one of the trustees, dies after the testator, so that he is accountable 
for duty, and C., the ep gee | trustee, obtains a certificate, B.’s estate 
ought to be protected, for it will be observed that B.’s representatives 
have no power to interfere with the trust after his death, and ver 
possibly have no such knowledge of the state of the trust funds as wi 
enable them to make any return to the office. 














REVIEWS. 
PROCEDURE. 


THE ANNUAL PrRacTICE, 1895. BEING A COLLECTION OF THE 
STATUTES, ORDERS, AND RULES RELATING TO THE GENERAL 
PRACTICE, PROCEDURE, AND JURISDICTION OF THE SUPREME 
Court. WITH Notes, Forms, &. By THomas Snow, M.A., 
Barrister-at-Law, CHARLES Burney, B.A., Chief Clerk, and 
Francis A. STRINGER, of the Central Office, Royal Courts of Jus- 
tice. In Two Volumes. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited); Stevens & 
Sons (Limited). 

The editors of the Annual Practice have not seen their way as yet 
to reducing the bulk of the work, and introducing the improvements 
which experience has shown to be desirable. The work of revising 
and consolidating the Rules of the Supreme Court is now. they say, 
in progress, and they hope that a new departure will be made in the 
next edition. . Meanwhile, the principal which they have to 
chronicle is the incorporation of a considerable quantity of new 
matter, notably the rules of November, 1893, and August, 1894... It 
is clear that the recasting of the work, whenever it is undertaken, 
must be a formidable matter, and it is intelligible that the editors 
should wish to put it off until the rules themselves have attained to 
something like finality. 

But we must confess to a feeling of disappointment that they have 
not made certain improvements which do not at all depend on the re- 
vision of the rules. _The first thing that strikes one on opening the 
book is the enormous length of the Table of Cases. is covers 
nearly 200 pages, and contains on a rough computation some 7,500 
cases, many of them being referred to several times. When authori- 
ties have multiplied in this way, it is obvious that some means of 
reducing them is urgently ed for. One way of doing this is 
obvious. The editors quite unnecessarily mix up matters of substan- 
tive law with matters of procedure. If we turn to the notes to sub- 
section (2) of section 25 of the Judicature Act, 1873, which enacts 
that the Statute of Limitations shall not run in cases of express trust, 
we find references to the various authorities on the meaning of the 
term ‘‘ express trusts.” This is quite unnecessary in a book which is 
only concerned with procedure. The same remark may be made with 
regard to the notes on waste and merger under sub-sections (3) and 
(4) of the same section. The notes to sub-section (6), which deals 
with absolute assignments of debts and choses in action, are 
open to objection, not only in respect of the inclusion of unn 
matter, but in respect of the arrangemeut of the matter which the 
reader expects to find there. An annotator does not discharge his 
whole duty by collecting cases and arranging them under headings 
which, in their turn, are set down quite either of logical or 
alphabetical order. It would have been an excellent thing had the 

itors commenced the task of revision with the notes to the 

Judicature Acts, cutting out ali the matter which does not bear 
upon procedure, and digesting and ing that which does. To 
take another example, section 25 (11), w enacts that in cases of 
conflict between law and equity the rules of equity are to prevail, 
gives an excellent chance for the annotator to explain, in the light of 
the numerous decisions, exactly what effect this provision has in 
practice. But while the decisions are collected—quite re, , a8 
usual, of any plan of arrangement—the annotator affords no guidance 
of his own. 

The notes to the rules do not seem to be open to the same objec- 
tions. Take, for instance, the notes to ord. 51, r. 3, relating to sales 
by the court. . They are distributed under clearly marked headings, 
and these follow each other in the natural order of the events conse- 
quent on an order for sale. 

We are, of course, conscious of the difficulty of dealing with a book 
which grows from year to year by the continual incorporation of 
fresh decisions, but it seems to be clear that, whatever changes may 
take place in the rules themselves, the time has come when the notes 
siiny bo veda ta tele by the excision of unn matter, and 
ved in form by ing the authorities and stating 
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found in the book are corrected by Mr. Snow in a letter which we | 


print elsewhere ; but, in general, the present edition shews the same 
care and accuracy as have characterized the work in the past. 





THE LAW OF EVIDENCE, 


THE PRINCIPLES OF THE LAW OF EVIDENCE. 
RULES FOR CONDUCTING THE EXAMINATION AND CROSS-EXAMINA- 
TION OF WITNESSES. By W. M. Bust, M.A., LL.B. ..Eienru 


Eprrion, with a Collection of Leading Propositions by J. M. Luny, 
Canadian Cases | 


Barrister-at-Law. With Notes to American and 
by Cartes F. CHAMBERLAYNE, of the Boston Bar, Sweet & 

axwell (Limited.) 
The law of evidence may be said to form the foundation of every 


legal system. Rules of substantive law are only useful in practice so | i 


far as they can be applied to a given state of facts, and the ascertain- 
meént of the facts is a matter whiich -is me ee the law of 


evidence. Itis the merit of the late Mr. "s known work 
on the subject that it carefully enunciates the princi upon which 
judicial evidence is based, and shews how these pri are worked 
out in the English system of procedure. Objection uently 


been taken to the recognition of special rules of evidence for the 
purpose of litigation, but, as Mr. Best pointed out, the objectors 
overlook the fact that the design of courts of law is not to investigate 
abstract truth at any cost. It is their business to arrive ata decision 
in favour of one side or the other without too great an expenditure 
either of time or money. ‘The plaintiff and defendant stand before 
the tribunal, and both individual and social interests require from it 
a decision, and that, too, a speedy decision, one way or the o ” 
(p. 25). Although, then, the historian may pay attention to any 
evidence that from time to time comes to light, bearing either 
remotely or directly on the point in question, —_ assign it 
or less weight according to its credibility, and may change his 
opinion to suit the changes in hig sources of athena the judge 
has no such latitude. He is bound to confine the evidence 
to such as is strictly relevant to the issues.to be tried; 
he must exclude evidence, such as hearsay, which is in its nature too 
unreliable to form a basis for decision; he must facilitate the inquiry 
by admitting presumptions in favour of one ‘party or the other, 
whether presumptiones juris merely, which are ‘capable of — 
rebutted by positive evidence, or presumptiones juris et de jure, whic 
are conclusive; and he must not allow a decision that has once been 
iven between the same parties in the issues before him to be called 
in question. These are the principles which Mr. Best unfolded with 
mein ability in the earlier chapters of his work, chapters which should 
carefully studied by every one who wishes to &@ command of 
the subject. A valuable feature of the present edition is the collection 
of leading propositions which Mr. Lely has aie at the end of the 
book. These are expressed with brevity and , reference bei 
given to the part of the book at which each principle is disc 
It is not easy to express any opinion as to the value of the American 
notes which have been contributed by Mr, Chamberlayne. They refer 
to numerous American cases, and are, of course, intended for 
American lawyers. In the concise form in which they are necessarily 
given the English reader will hardly find that they add to the interest 
or the usefulness of the book. And they seem to be occupied some- 
times with unnecessary details. Surely it is not worth while to cite 
authority for the proposition to be found at p. 19, that “‘ rate of speed 
is matter of fact.” Possibly a judge might lay it down as a law of 
nature that the speed of a “ growler”’ never four miles an 
hour, but the rate of a hansom or of a bicycle can hardly be other 
than matter of fact. As to the value of the text of the ik, how- 
ever, there can be no doubt. Best on Evidence isa book to be econ- 
sulted on all points of doubt in the subject of, which it treats; still 
more is it a book to be read and digested, 





CHITTY’S STATUTES. readers very concisely _ methodicall. ng nae we Act 

THE STATUTES oF PRACTICAL UTILITY, ARRANGED IN ALPHABEtroat, | Telating to the election of parish is subject 
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Barrister-at-Law. Vols. I. and II., “Acts of 


” Limited); Stevens & Sons | itformation given is complete, There is an a collection 
United ree hente Ser ? of facsimiles of iaequletty marked ballot papers at pp. 218-237, and 
he fourteen years which have ela since the publication of the | * 8004 index. hammenioeal Gonlsite 
last aes — both isamnes obsolete much of matter therein PEER SOR 
contained and have much new legislation. It needs only s PRACTICE.” 
reference to the bulky annual supplements to the last edition to see . , 
i i mania A Manvat or THE Practice or THE SupREME Court or JupicA- 
how great is the mass of this new matter. The which at pre- “URE IN THE QUEEN’s BENCH AND CHANCERY Drvisions. Ly 


sent prevails for ‘‘ Consolidation Acts” is, of cotirse, one chief cause 
of these changes. There have been in the in 
Acts and two codifying Acts, while such Acts as the 
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edition the M Acts have beer under the 
ora Boro ” and the ; “ ” has been : 
al omitted, and the of the Mortmain and Charitable 
Uses Act, 1888 (Part I.), to ars under 
the heading ‘‘ Chitities.” is probably convenient, if not very 


t volumes, we 
not to include the rules which have been 
statutes. This decision is no doubt wise: the bulk of the rules is 


enormous, and many of them are 
So far as we can judge from the pres we think that 
“« Chitty ” is likely to be not less indispensable in future than in 
the past. 
THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT, 184. ; 


HappEN’s HanDBOOK ON THE Locat GovERNMENT AcT, 1894: 
BEING A COMPLETE AND PracTioaAL GUIDES TO THE: ABOVE ACTS 
AND ITs INCORPORATED ENACTMENTS; TO WHICH ARE APPENDED L 
THE Furn Text or THE: Acr, THE INCORPORATED SECTIONS OF 
THE Loca GOVERNMENT Act, 1888, TH@ Bator Act, 1872, THE 
Pusiic Hearn Act, 1875, THe Muwnicrean Corporation Act, 
1882, THE Municipan Exections (Conrurr AnD ILLEGAL Prac- 
TicEs) Act, 1884, rug ALLoTMENTS Acts, 1887 AND 1890, AND OF 
OTHER STATUTES, TOGETHER WITH THE OIRCULARS AND ORDERS 
ISSUED BY THE LocaL GOVERNMENT BOARD, AND OTHER OFFI- 
CIAL InFoRMATION. SxzconD Eprrron, «Hadden; Best, & Co. 
The secon sition of this bg ag abgy: ee ear ase 
alterations, but we observe | ww changes tions. 
We have availed ourselves of the book for reference on several 
occasions, and have found it a useful hand in non-technical lan- 
guage of the provisions of the Act. We w: 
what type for the Act and the addition of the author's name 
would be improvements, 
THE Execrion or Parisn Councils UNDER THE LocAL GovERN- 
MENT Act, 1894. By Frank Rowney Parker, Solicitor 
Parliamentary Agent. Knight & Co. ' 
This is an extremely useful book on the first results of 
y “¢ practical = 


TENDED FOR THE USE OF STUDENTS AND THE PROFESSION. By 
Joun InpERMAUR, Solicitor. Srxrt Eprrion. Stovens & Haynes. 











Jurisdiction Act, 1884, the rT sg Act, 1889, and the Pu 
Authorities Act, 1893, have, as Mr. Lely says, “ unified each its own 


work was originall 


In the to this the author suggests that, though the 
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service to practitioners, and with a view to the requirements of the 
latter class he has given additional details and references, and has 
also taken special pains to make the index full and comprehensive. 
We have no doubt that the labour he has bestowed on the book will 
be appreciated. It is already well known as a student’s book, and 
the qualities which have insured its success hitherto may be relied 

to secure it a still wider sphere of usefulness, A clear and con- 
pv statement of the practice in thé Queen’s Bench and Chancery 
Divisions and in the Court of Appeal, such as Mr. Indermaur gives, is 
a valuable adjunct to the fuller information to be derived from the 
Annual Practice. A a table of some of the principal 
times of proceedings is given in Appendix I., and Appendix II. con- 
tains the more usual forms. 





SOLICITORS’ DIARY. 


Trg Sonicrrors’ Diary, ALMANAC, AND LEGAL Directory, 1895 
(58 & 59 Vicr.). A DIGEST OF THE PuBLIC GENERAL AOTS OF THE 
SEssion OF 1894 (57 & 58 Vicr.). A DicEsT oF THE PUBLIC 
GENERAL Acts OF THE SESSION OF 1894 (57 & 58 Vicr.), WITH 
ALPHABETICAL INDEX, &C., TOGETHER WITH NAMES AND ADDRESSES 
OF BARRISTERS IN PRACTICE; ALSO Lists oF LONDON AND COUNTRY 
SOLICITORS, WITH APPOINTMENTS HELD BY THEM. THE TREATISE 
UPON THE STAMP ACTS AND THE LAW AND PRACTICE OF STAMPING 
DOCUMENTS IS REVISED by H. 8. Bonn, Esq. THE TREATISES ON 
OatTus, SoLiciTors’ CHARGES, AND DUTIES PAYABLE ON SDCCES- 
SION REVISED by J. GopFrEy Hickson, Esq., Solicitor. Fifty- 
first year of publication. Waterlow & Sons (Limited). 


This work is the earliest to appear of the crop of diaries which 
each year brings forth. We observe that, as regards the Court of 
Appeal, Sir John Rigby’s appointment is duly noticed, though the 

tment of the new Solicitor-General was too late for notice. In 
er respects the diary appears to be well kept up to date. 


BOOKS RECEIVED. 


Local Government Act, 1894. A Practical Ready Reference Guide 
to the Election of Parish and Rural District Councillors. Alpha- 
betically arranged, embodying the Parish Councillors’ Election Order, 
1894, and the Rural District Councillors’ Election Order, 1894, and 
forming a | ag to the Ready Reference Guide to Parish 
Czunci.: and Parish Meetings. By J. Harris Stonz, M.A., and 
J. @. Pus se, B.A., Barrister-at-Law. George Philip & Son. 

Life Assurance Offices and their Investments; particularly in 
Kispdon to aoeeneat ag British Possessions outside the United 

ingdom. With a Plea for Enterprize and Co-operation. By H. R. 
Harpine. O. & E. Layton. 7 api : 
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CORRESPONDENCE. 
THE ANNUAL PRACTICE, 1895. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. } 


ir,—Will you kindly allow me to call the attention of the profes- 

e following errors in the above edition ? 

. 31, r. 12, p. 634, the following proviso has been omitted 
end of the rule :—‘ Provided that discovery shall not be 

when and so far as the court or a judge shall be of opinion 

not necessary, either for disposing fairly of the cause or 

for saving costs.”’—R. 8. C., November, 1893, r. 13. 

64, time-table, p. 1094 (n), ‘‘ Appeals,’’ in second eolumn, 

‘three months” should be substituted for ‘‘one year” ; and 

ine 33 ‘‘fourteen”’ should be substituted for ‘ twenty-one.”— 

November, 1893, r. 27. THomas Snow. 

8 Bench-walk, Temple. 
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On Weesusday, says the St. James’s Gazette, in Appeal Court No. 2, 
the appcal of Mrs. Cathcart from an order of Mr. Justice Kekewich in the 
matter of lenton, a solicitor, dated the 28th of June last, came up for 
hearing bet.re Lords Justices Lindley and Smith. Mrs. Cathcart in her 
= statement expressed her sympathy for Lord Justice Lindley in 

; é position in which he must find himself as being brother-in-law 
of Mr. Teale, of Scarborough, who was a friend of her own trustee. She 

that, under the circumstances, his lordship should adjourn the 
to have it tried before another judge, as no doubt he would 
difficulty in against Mr. Teale’s friend. His lordship, 
* highly amused at the suggestion, explained that Mrs. Cathcart 
as he was not a brother-in-law of Mr. Teale, and had 
referred to. Mrs. Cathcart stated that she had 
his lordship’s pedigree, for she always made a 
people’s . She should certainly write to the 
bout the matter. 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
REG. v. CHEW AND OTHERS—No. 1, 25th October. 


Income Tax—Asszssment—ArprrAL—ScHEDULE RETURNED BY APPELLANT— 
DiscreTion or COMMISSIONERS TO CALL FOR VERIFICATION ON OaTH— 
Income Tax Act, 1842 (5 & 6 Vicr. c. 35), ss. 122, 123, 124, 125. 


This was an appeal from an order of a divisional court refusing to grant 
a mandamus to Income Tax Commissioners either to state a case for the 
opinion of the court or to hear and determine the matter of an ap 
against an assessment to income tax. The appellant George Fletcher, 
having been assessed to the income tax at £300 on the profits of his trade 
as a canal carrier, gave notice, under section 131 of the Income Tax Act, 
1842 (5 & 6 Vict. c. 35), of his intention to appeal to the special commis- 
sioners. The commissioners thereupon directed their precept to him, 
under section 120, to return to them a schedule containing particulars 
eng a trade and the amount of his profits during the last three 
years. e appellant returned a schedule shewing an average profit of 
£13 6s. 8d. a year. The statement of outgoings contained certain items 
in vane of travelling , & horse and trap, repairs to boats, 
dep tion of boats, and in paid to banker. At the hearing of the 
appeal the appellant stated, in answer to the commissioners, that the 
figures were not his own, and he gave the name of a on who had pre- 
pared the schedule for him. The commissioners called upon the a t 
to produce his pass-book and certain vouchers. He declined to do this, but 
offered to verify the schedule upon oath, contending that the commissioners 
were bound by the statute to allow him to do so. The commissioners, not 
thinking it , under the circumstances, to put him upon his oath, 
dismissed the ap and confirmed the assessment, and refused to state a 
case, — the ground that no question of law was involved in their deci- 
sion. tion 122 enacts that if the commissioners upon the hearing of 
any ap shall be satisfied with the assessment, or if, after delivery 
of a schedule, they shall be satisfied therewith, and shall have received no 
information of the insufficiency thereof, they shall direct such assessment 
to be confirmed or altered acco’ to such schedule, as the case may 


— ; provided that where they they may require the person 
to be charged to verify the contents of schedule _ oath. Section 
123 enacts that whenever the commissioners shall be tisfied with any 


assessment or schedule, it shall be lawful for them to put any question in 
writing touching such assessment or schedule, and to demand an answer 
in writing from the person to be charged, who shall make true and parti- 
cular answers in writing to such questions, or shall appear and be examined 
vivd voce, in which case his answers shall be taken down in writing. By 
section 124 the commissioners may call upon him to verify his answers 
upon oath. By section 125 they may call and examine upon oath any 
other person whom they may think able to give evidence respecting the 
assessment. The ap t ne oe a rule nisi for a mandamus as 
above, the Divisional Court were divided in oe Mathew, J., being of 
opinion that the rule should be discharged, Kennedy, J., being of opinion 
that it should be made absolute. Kennedy, J., withdrew his judgment in 
order that this appeal might be brought. It was contended on behalf of 
the appellant that the commissioners had based their decision on the 
pe of the appellant to produce his pass-book and vouchers. 

were not-entitled under the Act of Parliament to demand any such pro- 
duction. Sections 123, 124, and 125 provided that where the commissioners 
were dissatisfied with a schedule presented by an appellant they might 
test its accuracy by calling 2 the “Pp t to verify it upon 
oath or by examining other witnesses. procedure ought to have 
been followed, and the appellant, on his part, wished to be sworn. 
The commissioners, by refusing to allow this and by treating his failure 


to produce his -book and vouchers as conclusive, had practically 
deslined to hear the appellant’s case. On the part of the respondents it 
was argued that the a) t was not entitled as of right to upon the 
commissioners to an oath to him, and then to have his answer 


treated as conclusive of the whole matter. It was clearly the duty of the 


commissioners to test the accuracy of his statement. tion 123, how- 
ever, and the following sections did not apply to the mt case. 
only applied where the commissioners were not sa with the assess- 


ment or the schedule. Here the commissioners were satisfied with the 
assessment, and section 122 i. —" section ae es 
thought proper they might require. charged verify 
schedule w oath. But they were not to exercise that power. 
And after the appellant had stated that he had not himself prepared the 
schedule, they were justified in refusing to allow him to be sworn. It 
could not be said that they had based their decision as a matter of law on 
the refusal of the appellant to produce his | pia They examined 
the schedule for themselves, and were justified in coming to the conclusion 
that it could not be relied‘on. ~ 

Tue Court (Lord Esuek, M.R., and Lorzs and Ricny, L.JJ.) dismissed 
the a R ss 

len Esuzr, M.R., said that there appeared to be two views of what 
had taken before the commissioners. The one view was that the 

pellant clai asa matter of right to be sworn, and contended that 
th commistioners would be bound to his sworn statement as true. 
If that was the right view, the — raised a point of law, and 
then the question arose whether =) os a mandamus for a 
case to be stated. The other view was that appellant contended that 
the commissioners were not entitled, from his meré failure to produce his 
pass-book, to draw the inference that the schedule was untrue. If that 
was the right view, he had not raised a point of law; for the question 
what inference ought to be drawn from particular facts was itself a ques- 




















MNS SSEdBRU ETERS BERESEVES AFEEFESEREE | 


———, 


SISOS SSS PSRSPer TEE AAProBEse 


eee te sili te eM oAw eS 


haere 
Ieee 


ae 
Me (an a fs ae 
rae oy 





———— 








\NT— 
\TH— 


vrant 
r the 
ypeal 
cher, 
trade 
Act, 
imis- 
him, 
ulars 
hree 
it of 
tems 
oate, 
t the 
the 
pre- 
lant 
, but 
ners 
, not 
ath, 
ite a 
leci- 
ig of 
very 
d no 
nent 
may 
rson 
tion 
any 
nm in 
swer 
arti- 
ined 

By 
wers 
any 
; the 
8 as 
g of 
nion 
it in 
f of 
the 
‘hey 
Dro- 
ners 
ight 
pon 
lave 
orn. 
lure 
ally 
te it 
the 
wer 
the 
ow- 
‘hey 
the 
hey 
his 
wer. 
the 


y on 





. a - : 
) Appeal ; and a single judge of t 
‘of any parties 


1894.—Counsen, Cozens-Hardy, Q.0., and Gregson; Alexander Young ; 
Pollard; Turreli, Sotscrtors, Hores ¢ Pattisson; John Holmes $ " 
Freshfields § Williams ; W. C. Goulding. 


' for an injunction to restrain re defendants, the 
newspaper, from further publishing 
the evening of the 23rd of October last with an 
article giving the * of a comic o 
libretto of which 


a cre ier ee ee oe for 
we ‘ been ertised to performed 
October, 1894. The article com tained of-eee 

The Gilbert-Oarr 
play which every 


Nov: 3,-1894« 








mandamus could. be ted; for it was idle to 
missioners had to entertain the ‘s case. He was 
inclined to think that the appellant had in to raise a point of law— 
viz., that his verification of his schédule on oath would be conclusive— 
that the commissioners accepted that as his contention and overruled 


tion of fact. In that case there was nothing in respect of which a| week.” The ant 
Sa fe | Ee me peer ees a od ge 


and ultimately adopted the assessment. But he was clearly of opinion 
that the point of law so raised was a bad point, and the court, 

be = eran fone not order a case to be 
of having it argued again. 

Lorzs, L.J., agreed that, if any point of law had 
bad point. But he did not himself think that. the appellant raised 
point of law. The statute contemplated the commissioners ha 

Sohuos thom Gh. Gorectian and a schedule returned by the party c 

In this case, after an examination of the schedule, came 
conclusion that it contained statements on which 

the appellant admitted to them that the 
poate £4 that they were dissatisfied with and 

the assessment seemed to him te he a pap Senn fact, and therefore 
the application for a mandamus must fail. 

Ruosy, L.J., said that, in his opinion, the case depended on section 
Under that section the commissioners had before them 
also the schedule, and it was their duty to 
satisfied with the assessment. There was nothing in 
be 2 rye to call any oa ge evidence. It was clear py? the 

t repared in such a way as to satisfy men 
reading it, either that it was bond fide or that it was not bond 
If the commissioners were satisfied that it was bond fide, it 
say whether it should be verified upon oath by the person to 
with the duty. There was nothing in the Act which entitled him to call 
upon them to put him on his oath. If they thought that the schedule 
was not satisfactory, they were justified in Aeciding not to call for any 
verification on oath. He thought that, in the gee case, there was 
sufficient ground for suspecting the accuracy of schedule.—Covuns8L, 
Lochnis; Sir R. T. Reid, A.G., and Danckwerts. Sotrcrrons, ‘Dotiglas- 
Norman ¢ Co. ; Solicitor of Inland Revenue. 
[Reported by F. G. Rucker, Barrister-at-Law.] 
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BOYD v. BISCHOFSHEIM—No. 2, 25th October. 


Practic—Lzave to Arprar—Scrreme Court or Jupicarvrs Act, 1873, 
s.. 52—Surreme Covert or Juprcarves Acr (Procepure), 1894, s. 1 


On the 16th of October the Lord Chief Justice, as judge of 
the Court of Appeal, upon motion by the defendants this action, 
ordered the plaintiff to give security for the costs of a pending 
iemiensions appeal by him from an order of North, J. The defendant 
now. appli by original motion to vary the order of the Lord Chief 
Justice. A om by the plaintiff, also to vary the said order, was 
heard at the same time. The question was raised whether the 
Supreme Court of Judicature (Procedure) Act, oy 

that, with certain exceptions, no appeal shall 

of the judge or of the Court of Appeal’ from any in 
ianerlocaiver Snags made or given by a judge, was a) 
present motion, and repealed sec’ 52 of Supreme Court of 
ture Act, 1878, {which provides that ‘‘in any cause. or matter 
before the Court of Appeal, any direction incidental thereto not 
the decision of the appeal may be 

Court of Appeal 


uring vacation make any interim order to prevent prej 
an appeal as he may think fit; 
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order made by a single judge may be discharged or varied 


by the Court of 
or a divisional court thereof.’’ 

muy, L.J., said he was of opinion that the Supreme Court of 
Judicature Act, 1894, did not apply to the present motion, and that the 
wer to make applications under section 52 of the Supreme Court of 

udicature Act, 1873, was not repealed by the later Act. 
A. L. Surrn, L.J., said he was of the same opinion. The yp pe 
legislation of section 52 was not intended to be touched by the of 


.* 


{Reported by C. F. Dowocax, Barrister-at-Law.} 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
GILBERT v. THE STAR NEWSPAPER CO.—Chitty, J., 25th October. 


ConripenTiaL ReLaTion—Manacze snp Actron—Barracu or Coxripsnce— 


New Pray—Pvauicattion—Newsrarer ARrticLe—INsuncTION, 


This was an ez.ggrte motion on bebalf of the plaintiff, W. 
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the work of an author before it had published by him or by 
authority, and the principle of v. 1 Mac & G.25) 
was on. It was also part of dea te 
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ant! Lewis Coward. Ae ery ae 
(Reported by J. F. Waray, Barrister-at-Law.} 


Re RICHARD BARRETT (Deceased)—Chitty, J., 30th October. 
Wri—Consraverion—Daviss To A Parson vor Liars wirn RemarnvEr 
ro wee Hures-at-Law—Gavetxnm Lanps—Hams mw Gavstanm— 
Suetiey’s Case. 


Devise of land in trust in moleties for testator’s two granddaughters 


a their respective and after their decease respectively as 
Scotia pct heres cen Sea 


if 

they had was vested in the 
teechoes the toctskor's was in Kent and of gavelkind tenure. 
The granddaughters that words ‘‘ heirs-at-law’’ meant 
velkind,’? and were : of limitation, so that their 

estates coalesced with their remainders in 


to the rule in 's case (1 Co.: which gavel- 

tisk lane Dood. Boonsltv. (4B. & 0. 610). The 
to transfer the legal estate, refused to do so without the 
w’? meant ‘‘ common 


Byrne, Q.0., 


fi 


T 
| 


gavelkind. Shelley's case therefore 

entitled to a conveyance of the fee.—Co 

Sorscrrors, G. Thatcher ; Richard White, for 
[Reported by G. Row:axn Asrox, Barrister-at-Law. } 


ABLE THEBETO—EXECUTORY . a 
marriage settlement of the wilt's sees dated the 
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children d under that age should go to and belong to the survivors or 
survivor of them.”” The settlement also contained a power for the 
trustees after the determination of the life interests to apply the rents, 
dividends, and produce of the said trust estates, or the principal thereof, 
for the maintenance, education, and advancement of any of the said chil- 
dren wntil he or she should have attained the age of twenty-five, so that 
the moneys so applied should in no case exceed the share of any such 
child or children to which he, she, or they might be presumptively entitled 
on attaining that age; and a direction that the wnapplied income should 
be invested for the benefit of the child or children from whose presump- 
tive share the same should have arisen, and be paid over to him, her, or 
them, as soon as a vested interest should be acquired therein as afore- 
said.’’ The husband survived the wife, and died in 1892, and the ques- 
tion now arose to whom the belonged. The wife’s devisees 
contended that the above li ion was an executory limitation, and 
wholly void for remoteness. If construed as a contingent remainder the 
children who had attained twenty-five at the death of the husband would 
take the whole estate as tenants in common, though only for their - 
tive lives, there being no words of inheritance. Such a construction ren 


the maintenance clauee nugatory, as the clause was clearly inapplicable if | li 


the only persons conceivably interested must have attained twenty-five 
at the death of the husband. It was therefore necessary to read the 
limitation as being to such children as ‘‘ before or after’’ the death of 
the surviving tenant for life attained twenty-five. This, on the principle 
of Re Lechmere and Lloyd (18 Ch. D. 524, 30 W. R. Dig. 225) and Dean v. 
Dean (39 W. R. 568; 1891, 3 Ch. 150) could only be construed as an 
executory devise, and was therefore void for remoteness. 
Currry, J., said that if a gift could be construed as a remainder, it must 
construed, and not as an exéctitory limitation. In this case there*was 


ac on Of a legal Contingent remainder, and no authority had 


been produced in which a power of maintenance alone had been allowed 
to turn a plain contingent remainder into an executory limitation. There 
was no estate given to the trustees for the purpose of maintenance, 
nothing but a bare power, and, in spite of the argument that had been 
addressed to him, his lordship was unable to read the gift as suggested. 
The argument was not founded on the intention of the parties, but was 
put forward with the view of destroying the limitation altogether. His 
lordship held that the gift was a legal contingent remainder, and that the 
children who had attained twenty-five at the death of the husband, the sur- 
viving — ——— ro w og tyre as tenants in common for their 
respective . Subject thereto, the property passed under the resul 
trust to the devisees of the wife.—Counsz., Christopher James ; gon 
Hart. Souscrrons, Michael Abrahams ; Druces § Attlee. 


[Reported by G. Row.axp Atsron, Barrister-at-Law. } 


ABDY v. BROWN—Chitty, J., 31st October. 


Morteacor anp Mortrcacse—Forsciosure—Orprer ABnsoLvuTeE—OPENING 
ForkEcLOsURE—APPLICATION THREE YEARS AFTER ORDER. 


This was an application by the defendant Brown to reopen a foreclosure 
after an order for foreclosure absolute made in Au 1891. The mort- 
was of a share in reversionary property, and the foreclosure went for 
,600. In June, 1892, the life tenant of the property died at the age of 
sixty-seven, and in July, 1893, the mortgagees received a sum which, after 
all and deductions, left them £7,400. It did not appear that the 
- epee he — of the by at the time of the foreclosure, and 
appeared that Brown receiv mg Ageg teat meng garkente 
to — to them by Brown to make him a donation, and acknowledged 
it to be a gratuity. It was now objected for the applicant that the mort- 
gagees had e too much, and the observations of Jessel, M.R., in 
Campbell v. Holyland (26 W. RB. 109, 160, 7 Ch. D. 166) were relied on. 
Currry, J., said that the court had jurisdiction, and that its exercise 
was & of judicial discretion. But his lordship knew of no case 
where a foreclosure had been opened after so long. The value of the 
remainder proved, no doubt, far greater than the amount of the debt and 
interest; but the court must regard the nature of the risk run. If mort- 
gagees in such cases ought to give back profits, they ought somehow or 
another to get back losses. But this case was ished from others by 
the appeals for and grant of the coe of £500, and his lordship would 
be encouraging breaches of faith if he acceded to Brown’s application 
after his having received and given a receipt for this money o it was 
a gratuity. On this ground and the other grounds refe: to his lordship 
declined to exercise his judicial discretion here, and dismissed the applica- 
tion, with costs.— Counse., R. F. Norton; Byrne, Q C., and Begg. Soutcr- 
tors, Edmonds ¢ Edmonds; W. J. Bruty. 
[Reported by J. F. Water, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Ba parte THE VICAR OF CASTLE BYTHAM—Stirling, J., 25th October. 


Serrrzep Lawp—Mowney in court unper Lanps Cravses Act—APrPLIcATION 
or—TsEMINABLE Rent-cHARGE—REDEMPTION OF—LAND LIMITED TO VICAR 
Amp u1s Successons—Giess Lasp—Setrizp Lanp Act, 1882, s. 2 (1), 
32 ; Serrizp Lanp Act, 1887, s. 1. 


This was an amgtection ve Seweg vicar of Castle Bytham, in Lincolnshire, 
that a portion of the purchase-money paid into court by the Midland 

Co. in respect of the purchase of a part of the glebe might be 
applied in gg, “nares of certain rent-charges. The portion of the glebe 

by the way company had been allotted to the vicar of 

e Act passed in the reign of George IIL. In'1878, 1879, and 

t in the o a . 

1884 the vicar, the present applicant, with the consent of the then patrons 
living and the Enclosure Commissioners, carried out certain improve- 
upon the glebe, and, to defray the cost of these improvements, 


E 


created certain rent-charges upom the ca, eee 
ees ae 6 ee eee wing to agri 

epression the letting value of the glebe had become much 
depreciated, and it appeared that the net income of the benefice from all 
sources was £190, out of which the vicar had to pay £75 per annum 
towards repayment of the rent-charges, leaving an available income of only 
£115 perannum. Under these circumstances he ont to the court that 
asum of £709, part of the purchase-money of £1,786, might be applied 
in redeeming the rent-charges. Counsel on his behalf contended that his 
lordship jurisdiction on the foll grounds :—(1) That the 
Enclosure Act and award constituted a settlement within the meaning of 
section 2 (1) of the Settled Land Act, 1882; (2) that section 69 of the 
Lands Clauses Act and section 32 of the Settled Land Act, 1882, being 
read together, a large sense must be given to the word ‘“‘ settlement,” and 
that the case came within the latter section; (3) that the case came 
within the direct words of section 1 of the Settled Land Act, 1887; 
and (4) that the Court of Chancery had a general jurisdiction to 
accede to the application. Counsel for the Bishop of Lincoln and 
the Dean and of Lincoln, who are now alternate patrons of the 
ving, opposed the ap tion. Section 2 (1) of the Settled Land Act, 
1882, is as follows :—** Any deed, will, agreement fora settlement, or other 
agreement, covenant to surrender, copy of court roll, Act of Parliament, 
or other instrument, or any number of instruments, whether made or 

before or after, or ly before and partly after, the commence- 

ment of this Act, under or ne nee of which instrument or instruments 
any land, or any estate or interest in land, stands for the time being 
limited to or in trust for any persons by way of succession, creates or is 
for the purposes of this Act a settlement, and is in this Act refecred to as 
a settlement, as the case requires.’’ Section 32 provides that where under an 
Act incorporating or applying the Lands Clauses Consolidation Acts money 
is paid into court, ‘‘ and is liable to be made subject to a settlement, then, 
in addition to any mode of dealing therewith authorized by the Act under 
which the money is in court, that money may be invested or applied as 
capital money arising under this Act.” ion 69 of the Lands Clauses 
Act, 1845, deals with the case of purchase-money of lands purchased from 
persons having “‘a partial or qualified interest in such lands,” and enacts 
that such purchase-money may be applied (among other purposes) “‘in 
the discharge of any debt or incumbrance affecting the land in respect of 
which such money shall have been paid, or affecting other lands settled 
therewith to the same or the like uses, trusts, or purposes.’’ 

Srreine, J., said that what the vicar asked could only be done, if at 
all, under the Settled Land Act, 1882. There were two questions to be 
considered : (1) Whether the court had jurisdiction? and (2) Whether, if 
the court had jurisdiction, it would exercise its discretion in favour of the 
application? On the first question it was said that the Enclosure Act and 
award constituted a settlement within the meaning of section 2 (1) of the 
Settled Land Act, 1882. That raised a wide question, because, if well 
founded, it went to shew that vicars could deal with glebe lands by sale or 
lease mdently of the court. This land was iastical land, and a 
statute of Elizabeth prevented vicars from such lands. The 
restriction had been to some extent removed by subsequent statutes, but 
even now alienation could only be effected with the consent of the 
Ecclesiastical Commissioners. It was difficult to imagine that it was 
intended by the Settled Land Act to dispense with the necessity for the 
consent of the Ecclesiastical Commissioners. But, in his lordship’s 
opinion, the estate was not “‘ limited by way of succession.” ‘The word 
‘* successors’ in the award was a word of limitation, and shewed that the 
vicar, to whom the grant was made, took in his corporate capacity as a cor- 

ration sole. The gift was similar to one to A. B. and his heirs, the only 
Rifference being that a restriction had been placed by various statutes 
u the right of vicars to alienate. Then it was said that the case came 
within section 32 of the Settled Land Act, 1882. A number of cases had 
been decided upon the interpretation of the section. In Re Byron (31 
W. R. 517, 23 Ch. D. 171) , J., took the view that, as the word 
‘‘ settled ’ in section 69 of the Lands Clauses Act was used in a wide, 

ular sense, the same sense should be given to it in section 32 of the 

ttled Land Act. That decision had been (We 88h a = — 
Kay, J.), in Ex parte Jesus College, Cambridge (W. N., » p. 37,  S 
Dig. 115), and bo fags J., in Re Bethlehem and Bridewell Hospitals (34 
W. R. 148, 30 Ch. D. 541). Ha regard to that weight of authority, 
his lordship could not say that he not agree with the interpretation. 
He therefore assumed that under section 32 of the Settled Land Act, 
1882, and section 1 of the Settled Land Act, 1887, he had jurisdiction to 
allow the =p war The question then arose whether he ought to 


exercise his tion in favour of the applicant. His lordship thought 
not. The ap ion was by the patrons of the living, who con- 
tended that the consent of former was obtained on condition 
that a limited should be fixed for redem , and also that the 
value of the advowson would be diminished by proposed application 
of a part of the purchase. Though he that the value of the 
living should have fallen so low, he must the application.—Counsgt, 


Yate-Lee; Wace. Sorscrrons, Routh, Stacey, § Castle, for Stapleton § Hild- 
yard, Stamford ; Patersons, Snow, Bloxam, § Kinder, for Swan § Bourne, 


[Reported by Annotp Groves, Barrister-at-Law. | 
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Merrorouis Manacement Acr, 1855 (18 & 19 Vicr. c. 120), s. 250— 





VESTRY OF 8ST. MARY’S, ISLINGTON (Appellants) ». COBBETT AND 
ANOTHER (Responden' ber. 4 
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Vier. c. 54), s. 1. 


Case stated by the justices of Finsbury. The Vestry of St. Mary’s, 
I-lington, had, under the powers of the M lis Open Spaces Act, 
eequired the residue of a lease, held by Lord Meath as trustee for the 
Public Gardens Association, of the garden forming the centre of Barns- 
bury-square. The lease was for a term of twenty-six years, commencing 
the 25th of December, 1882, and contained covenants on the part of the 
lessee, including a covenant to pay all assessments and a covenant for re- 
entry by the lessor on the breach of any of the above covenants. The 
appellants, who were also the authority under the Metropolis 
Amendment Act, 1890, passed a resolution whereby it was d 
flag the footpaths in Barnsbury-square. The respondents were owners of 
houses in the square, and a claim was made against them by the 


appellants for £42 0s. 3d., the proportion of the estimated 
of flagging the footways alleged to be due from them. The respo: 


was issued against the respondents, which was dis: 


holding that their contention was right. Counsel for the vestry 
that they were not ‘‘owners’’ within the meaning of the Metropolis 
Management Act of 1855, s. 250, which defines ‘‘ owner”? to mean “the 
person for the time being receiving the rack-rent of the 


in connection with which the said word is used 


receive the same if such lands or premises were let at a rack-rent.”” 


extra commercium : Angell v. Vestry of Paddington (L. R. 3 Q. B. 714). 
distinguished The Vestry of Camberwell v. The London 


irrevocable: Great Eastern Railway Oo. v. Hackney 


the landlord wo 


Board of Works (supra). 


Tue Covrt (Maruzw and Onarues, JJ.) held that the vestry were 
owners within the meaning of the Act. That Act contemplated a limited 
over which the 
vestry had a limited ownership, being a right to the use of it for a term of 
gained no better 


ownership, and the property in this case was 


years subject to the covenants of the lease. The —- 


tiule than that which Lord Meath had, for the Open 


restrict the lessor in the exercise of his powers under 


could not be said to be any ownership in a church. 


should become extra commereium the dedication must be a 


Davies. 


Act did not 
covenants. 
could not, then, be said that the land was extra commercium when the 
possessors of it were held down by a limited term and bound to the 
observance of covenants for a breach of which they might at any time be 
evicted. In Bowditch v. Wakefield Local Board the trustees 
were held to be owners in spite of its being dedicated to a particular 
purpose. The case of Angell v. Paddington Vestry was different, for there 
In order that land 

permanent one.— 
Counset, R. C. Glen; R. G. Glenn. Soxscrrons, William Lewis ; Jordan $ 


{Reported by C. G. Witerananm, Barrister-at-Law. ] 


REG. v. TAYLOR—29th October. 


Curminan Law — Inypicrment — Fatse Prerence — Recetvine Goops 
KNOWING THEM TO HAVE BEEN OBTAINED By Fausge Prerences—Sgrrine 


out Fatse Prerence 1x THE INDICTMENT. 


the question whether, in an indictment for recei 
them to have been obtained by false > 16 Was 
thé false pretence rélied on In the indictme: 


tment. 
on fouF Counts, twoot which charged him with obtaining the goods on 
verdict of 


false pretences, and the other two with receiving. A 


guilty was returned. Counsel for eee that 
that the charge should be stated with t certainty, the false 
ought to be set out in the indictment ; that it was just that the 
should know what was the false pretence, in order that he 


‘te set 


whether it was such a one as was within the m: of the statute ; 


he further objected that there was no averment in 
which connected them with the false 


— to the long-established practice of criminal 
cit 


the conspiracy and not the pretence, it 
pretence. 
Tus Court (Matuew and Onantes, JJ.) ga 


similar to the one in the present case. It was not bad 


counts for receiving 
in the counts for 
obtaining. He relied upon 2. v. Hill (a case mentioned in Russell on 
Crimes, 5th ed., vol. 2, p. 482) and upon R. v. Goldsmith (L. R. 2 
74). On the other hand, it was argued by counsel for the prosecu 
these authorities were nothing more than dicta, that beyond 
authority could be found for the prisoner’s contention, 


to 
ve judgment for the 
Sh eee cheap that tor amy: yoomr-tarlanel aatetimeeed 


f 


and that 
ed R. v. Gill (2 B. & Ald. 204), which was a case of conspiracy to 
ee by false pretences, where it was held that, the gist of the o 
was 
the 
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Oren Spaces—Merroronts Oren Spaces Act, 1881 (40 & 41 Vict. co. 
35), s. 1—Merrorotis Manacement Amenpment Act, 1890 (53 & 54 


ts 
resisted, on the ground that the appellants themselves ought to have 
contributed to the expenses, as being owners of ——— A summons 
, the magistrates 

contended 
lands or premises 
or who ae 
maintained that this land was by statute dedicated to the public and made 
incapable of being let at a rack-rent, and that the land was rg 
e 
Co. (1894, 
1 Q. B. 699) and Bowditch v. Wakefield Local Board (L. BR. 6 Q. B. 
567). He further argued that it was no answer to say in the present case 
that the dedication was only a temporary one; for it was none the less 
Board of Works (8 
App. Cas. 693), Wright v. Ingle (16 Q. B. D. 379). It was contended on 
behalf of the respondents that, according to the appellants’ cont 
aia be deprived of the benefit of the covenants. 

is not exempt by reason of its being extra commercium unless it is 
made so in perpetuity. And, at any rate, in this case the land was 
dedicated, not by operation of law, but by the acts of the parties 
v. Wandsworth Local Board (13 Q. B. D. 211), London School Board v. 
St. Mary's, Islington (1 Q. B. D. 65), Great Eastern Railway Co. v. Hackney 


ention, 
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as Wi fithin the statute. 
. One of them, 
the judges at the Gloucestershire who 
by Commissioner Greaves, The other was in 2. v. Goldsmith, and that was 
a very guarded —pnenen a opinion by Bramwell, B,, in a case which 


was decided on the seo _ YY by verdict. 
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obtained, just ase of a oc obtain 
tences the gist ne ee It was conceivable that in 
the case of conspiracy the have met together and resolved 


= 80 The means Wane 0 talte Wapates 7 coeerame. Lee Pee 
e on ingredien con- 
stitute the offence, and was, theref + Gee intlchmant Doom 
Charles Matthews ; ; @ T. Warry. Soxtcrrors, 


; Temple 
Ford & Ford ; A. W. Mills, tor G. H. King. 
(Reported by C. G. Witeranam, Barrister-at-Law. | 


SAUNDERS v. THE HOLBORN BOARD OF WORKS—26th October. 


Merzorotis—Sanitany Avutuortry—Sraesrs anp Foorways—Dutv 
Crean—Penatty—Acrtion von DamaGes BY Person IssURED THROUGH 
Non-reasance—Pustic Heacta (Lonpon) Act, 1891 (54 & 55 Vier. o. 
76), 8. 29. 

The plaintiff was walking along a 
Seemann (admitted to be within the district of the defendants), 
— of grey * pt Panga aye. “She 

ing on the footwa some days. an action against 
defendants in the Clerkenwell Regs the judge 

her. By the Public Health Act, 1891, s. 29 (1) : 

every sanitary authority to keep 

PA TS a 
swept c so far as 

remore from the sd sanitary authority, including the 

street e any ? 

nok peopenty owept ent Aeehtiy <2 he tee are is not collected 

removed from any such street, so far as is reasonably 

required by this section, the sanitary shall be 

not exceeding twenty pounds. (3) So much of any Act as requires 

cuangier 0: Ovnee St Sere in London to cause the footwa: 
watercourses adjoi to be and cleansed is 

repealed.’’ For the it was now that the general princi 
was that a breach of statutory duty made the person chargeable with 

duty liable to an potion oh Ene eas of She panemn aastaleiing spares b 

Couch y. Steel (3 E. & B. 402), Wilson v. Merry (L. R. 1 H. L. (Sc.) 326), 

Reg. v. Hall (1891, 1 Q. B. 747), Hartnell v. The Ryde Commissioners (11 

W. R. 963), and Bathurst v. MePherson (4 App. Cas. 256) were cited. For the 

dents it was contended that the only remedy for the breach of duty 


respon 
to clean was the imposition of the penalty as by section 29 (2) of 
the Act. oeneet ates te The i of Pictou v. Geldert (1893, 
A. C. 524) and Cowley v. Newmarket Locat. ‘ 

Ma the appeal, said that he entirely 
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Bie o poe GeLlendal ait 4 iv 
Cuantes, J., concurred. Appeal dismissed.—Counsa., W. @. Hawtin; 
H. Courthope Munroe. So.rcrrons, B. W. Essell; Matthew H. Hale. 
[Reported by T. Marurw, Barrister-at-Law.| 


LAVER v. THE GUARDIANS OF CHESTERFIELD UNION — 26th 
October. 


Poor Law—Pavrar— Retrer —Remoevrsement or GUARDIANS AFTER 

a or Pavrzr—Poor Law Act, 1849 (12 & 13 Vict. c. 103), ss. 

Aueesl Seve saree oes 4 tanto punta messtest eather Se 
from guardians union, ear preceding death, N 
the amount of £16 18s, dno teh a ell dhpoden oF sume teruhane, Of x 
which she was possessed, and as her executor a creditor, to is 
whom she owed a sum in excess 6 188. The executor ordered 
meting’ thas they entitled to 
Poor Law Act, 1849 Se 13 Vict. -c. itd, = 16, 
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contended that the guardians were given priority by the Poor Law Act, 
1849, s. 16, and were entitled to seize the pauper’s goods. That the Act 

ve them something more than the common law rights of ordinary credi- 
sete and that section 17 of the Act (in which the word ‘‘ recoverable’’ 
occurs) referred only to voluntary expenses. Counsel relied upon Re New- 
begin (36 W. R. 69, 36 Ch. D. 477), the observations of Kelly, 0.B., in 
Guardians of West Ham v. Ovens (21 W. R. 143, 8 Ex. 37), the Poor Law 
Act, 1844 (7 & 8 Vict. c. 101), s. 31, and the Lunatic Asylums Act, 1853 
(16 & 17 Vict. c. 97), 8. 104. 

Maruew, J., in giving judgment, said that the ap must be allowed. 
The guardians contended that under section 16 of the Poor Law Act of 
1849 they had a preferential claim to the goods of the pauper whom they 
had relieved, and that the executor-creditor had lost his right to be satis- 
fied. If their contention was a good one it was an extraordinary and 
remarkable result of the Act. He could see no justice in such an arrange- 


ment. It was not possible to find in the Act en Me authorized 
the guardians to seizé a paupel’s property, or which gave them rights 
o' tin of o : jen one examined the 
Act one found an alternative remedy provided in the case of living 


upers, and none where the pauper died. But light was thrown upon 
the matter by section 17, which declaréd that the cost of burying a pauper 
dying out of the union should be recoverable “in like manner . . . 
as the cost of any relief (if given to such person when living) would have 
been -recoverable.’” The county court judge had read into the second 

of section 16 the words ‘take and appropriate.”” There was no 
Pistification for so doing. The Act did not deprive ordi creditors of 
their rights, and the guardians were only entitled to be reimbursed in the 
same way as ordinary creditors. 

Cuarzzs, J., concurred. Appeal allowed.—Counsst, Brooke Little; A. 
Glen. Soxtcrrors, Steadman, Van Praagh, Sims, § Co., for A. Muir Wilson, 
Sheffield ; Stevens ¢ Parkes, for Jones § Middleton, Chesterfield. 

[Reported by T. Maruew, Barrister-at-Law. | 


HILTON vo. HAYNES—29th October. 
VaEstryMaAN—QUALIFICATION—OCCUPATION, 


This was an action, tried before Cave, J., without a jury, to recover 
penalties under the Metropolis Management Act, 1855 (18 & 19 Vict. 
c. 120), from the defendant for having acted as a vestryman of the parish 
of St. George’s, Southwark, without being Pang ooed qualified. The 
qualification relied on by the defendant was the occupation of a house 
rated at £30, and it was admitted that if he occupied the house the quali- 
fication was sufficient the rateable value required in order to qualify being 
£25 only. It appeared, however, that the defendant let three floors of the 
house to weekly tenants and only occupied one floor himself. The rate- 

t endant as occupier of the whole house. 
It was ae that in order to be qualified a person must occupy the 
whole of the premises for which he was rated and that the rating for the 
premises which he occupied personally must be of the required amount. 

Cavz, J., in giving judgment for the defendant, said that the qualifica- 
tion for a vestryman required by the statutes, in this case, was the occupa- 
tion of a house of £25 rateable value. The defendant’s house was rated at 
£30, and the defendant was rated for the whole of the house. It was 
found out that certain paid the defendant rent for parts of the 





house. they were or id not appear. It was 
said for the p ‘or urposes the defendant Must be taken 
to be occupying what he y lived in, and that it was necessary 


uire as to actual occupation. That contention was not main- 
The rules of the statutes in this case had been complied with, 


es 


and there must be judgment for the defendant with costs.—CovunszL, 
~~ % ye Boyle; Corrie Grant. Sottcrrors, Greenwood § Green- 
; C. E. Beale. 


[Reported by T. BR. C. Ditz; Barrister-at-Law.]} 





Bankruptcy Cases. 


Re KING & BEESLEY, Ex parte KING & BEESLEY—Vaughan Williams 
and Kennedy, JJ., 25th October. 


Bankrvurtcy—Petirionivc Ongprror’s Dest—Mercer or Dent in Jupe- 
mentT—Banxrvrrcy Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vicr. c. 52), s. 7 (2). 


This was an appeal from a receiving order made by the registrar of the 

ham County Court. Upon the 20th of April, 1894, the debtors 

a ac d of pe pe a Fad their creditors. pon 

of Ap e petitioning tor obta’ judgment against them 

upon a diehonoured bill. Upon the 28th of April the petitioning creditor 

his petition, setting forth a debt of £77, £64 upon the judgment, 

and £13 for goods sold and delivered, and stating that he held no 

pos Hag oy the judgment. The act of bankruptcy alleged was the 

execution of the deed of assignment. Receiving order was made. 

Counsel for the appellant urged that the debt was not a good petitioning 

creditor’s debt, because it had been changed by the judgment since the 
act of bankruptcy, and contended that section 7 (2) of the Bankru 

Act, 1883, required that the debt ing at the date of the petition 

should be the same as that at the date of the act of bankruptcy, 

and that this section of the Act had, to some extent, altered the earlier 

law that a debt, a merged in a ge security, will yet a 

Hayward (L. R 6 Ch. 546), Ex parte Sadler, 


petition. He cited Ez parte 
% Whelan (27 W.R. 156, 39 L. I. 361), Ex parte Sturt (41 L. J. Bank. 
QT 


King v. Hoare (13 M. & W. 494), Florence v. Jennings (26 L. J. C. P. 
Ez parte Cherles (15 Vee. 256). 
avenan Witiiams, J., dismissed the appeal. His lordship said that 











— 


he did ‘not that the judgment debt had extinguished the original debt 
could fi in the section of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883" ; 
in Ex parte Griffiths, Re © 


and he find no 
referred to which altered the old law as laid do 
Mostyn (3 De G. M. & G. 174), a debt 
security, is s to support a 

ENNEDY, J., CO . UNSEL, 
Sourcrrons, 7. A. Dennison 


Halifax. 
{Reported by P. M. Francxez, Barrister-at-Law. } 
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Muir Mackenzie ; Yates-Lee. 


Re ADAMSON, Ex parte VINEY—Vaughan Williams and Kennedy, JJ., - 


25th October. 


Bankruptcy —Acr or Bankruptcy —Perririontxc OREDITOR PRIVY TO | 


EXECUTION BY Dexsrorn or Dggp or ASSIGNMENT 
Crepirors. 


This was an appeal from a receiving order made by the registrar of the 
Barnet County Court. Upon the 23rd of May, 1894, the debtor executed 
a composition deed, wherein he covenanted to Pay his creditors 15s. in the 
pound by instalments, and further covenanted with the trustee under the 
deed, and by way of separate covenant with the creditors and with each 
and every of them, that, in case at any time two of the instalments should 
be behind or unpaid, he’(the debtor) would, within ten days after be 
called upon so to do by the trustee, make and execute an assigment of 
ee ea ee for the eqy efit of creditors. 

e pet ng © and s deed. 


FOR BENEFIT OF 















made defaul n payment, “ on 
executed an assignment to the trustee for the benefit of creditors, w 


provided (inter alia) that any dissenting creditors for amounta under £10 
mi . The petitioning creditor refused to assent to this 
, and filed his petition on a July, setting up the execution 


of the assignment as an act of 
made. Counsel for the appeliant con’ 
accordance with the terms in the com 
who assented to the composition 


tion deed, and that the creditors 
were privy to the assignment, and 
could not rely upon it as an act of bankruptcy. They cited Re Michael (8 
Morr. 305) and Er parte Stray (L. R. 2 Oh. 374). Counsel for the re- 
spondent contended that the assignment was not in accordance with the 
terms of the composition deed, in that it was not for the equal benefit of 
creditors, as it provided for the payment of dissenting itors for 
amounts under £10 in full, and that therefore the petitioning creditor was 
not bound by it, and might rely upon it as an act of bankruptcy. aa 
cited Ex parte Marshall (1 M. D. & De G. 575) and Ex parte Halliwell (3 M. 
& A. 538). 

Vavuenan Witurams, J., allowed the appeal. His lordship said that, in 
his opinion, the assignment was not in accordance with the terms of the 
composition deed, as it did not give equal benefit to all the creditors, = 


that the petitioning creditor was not bound by it; yet tha’ 
as an 







t. neverth 





trustee, his agent. 

Kennepy, J., concurred.—Oovcnsgi, H. Reed, Q.C., and @. B. Marriott ; 
Bigham, Q.C., and Carrington. Soutcrrors, Crouch, Edwards, § Heron ; 
Ashurst, Morris, § Crisp. 

{Reported by P. M. Francxe, Barrister-at-Law. | 





LAW SOCIETIES, 
THE NORWICH LAW SOCIETY. 


A special meeting of the Norwich Law Society was held on Monday for 
the purpose 
Court and High Court, Mr. George Fredk. Cooke. Mr. P. E. Srurson, 
vice-chairman of the society, took the chair. There was a large attendance, 
including Dr. Blyth, Messrs. R. E. morte ai C, R, Gilman, F. T, Keith, 
W. Hartcup, 0. Foster, G. B. Kennett, F. O. Taylor, J. OC. Chittock, A. 
Kent, J. W. Sparrow, C. E. Bignold, S. Cozens-Hardy, R. Ladell, J. Clab- 
burn, A. Taylor, J. W. Gilbert, J. T. Hales, H. J. Mills, A. W. Preston, 
8. G. Hill, L. Miller, F. Jewson, A. Stevens, J. W. Daynes, C. B. Foster, 
A. B. Cross, J. E. T. Pollard, H. Bacon, T. J. M. Palmer, W. Sadd, 
O. Sadd, A. E. Kent, and others. Mr. J. W. Uooke, the present Registrar, 
was also present. 

The CuarrMan said that one of the most pleasing duties that had fallen to 
his lot as vice-president of this society was to be called a to preside on 
that occasion, and in the name of the meeting to welcome Mr. Cooke for the 
purpose of presenti to him some fitting tribute of the esteem and regard 
in which he was by the profession, When, on the occasion of 
Mr. Cooke’s retirement, a short ago, the announcement of the fact was 
made in , & feeling of esteem towards him and of regret that he 
felt called upon to retire was then expressed in more eloquent and ——' 
lan e than : exp: 
feeling that some more lasting reward of their esteem and regard should be 
presented to Mr. Cooke, ane Oh ee ri tomy Rica 
expensive response resultin ing. e twenty years ago 
Mr Cooke ci to the office of . service he rendered 
in ting the business and procedure of the court would long be re- 

and 
success, and w 
feeling of regret on the part of 
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with, him. Addressing Mr. Cooke, the Chairman went on to say:—They 
were, sir, no light duties tiat you have had to perform. But those duties 
have been performed wi:h great courtesy, marked ability, and absolute 
impartiality, while you eve at the same time main the dignity of 
your office. Moreover, there is one feature in connection with your office, 
which has been a very pleasing one. You have always shown a willingness 
and a readiness to impart your knowledge and extend your assistance to any 

ractitioner who may have sought your help. Ano point evinced the 
bigh respect in which you have Teen held, and also your high professional 
character, namely, that on all occasions when differences have arisen between 
practitioners or their clients, and the name of “Cooke” has been mentioned 
as that of the referee, it has always been received with i green vse 
Naturally, victory could not be assured to both sides; but I feel confident 
that the unsuccessful party must, on the termination of the p i 
have been satisfied that everything was conducted with extreme ability, and 
absolute fairness. It is my pleasure, sir, to present to you, on behalf of the 
subscribers, this silver salver and tea ar ey he tots commen ae 
be to you and your family a lasti on an 
esteem in which you have been held in the discharge of your duties as 
registrar. ‘The words inscribed on the tray are as follows :—* Presented to 
George Frederick Cooke, Esq., by members of the legal profession in 
Norwich and the neighbourhood, on his retirement from the office of 
Registrar of the Norwich County Court and of District i of the 
High Court, in token of their personal esteem, and in recognition of the 
marked ability and unvarying courtesy with which for the past twenty 
years he has discharged his official duties.’’ 

After addresses by Mr. Keith, Mr. Chittock, Mr. Kent, and Mr, 
Burroughes (who remarked that he was the oldest member of the pro- 
fession in England, for he was admitted in Easter, 1836). 


Mr. G. F. Cooxg, who was evidently deeply touched by the kindly f 
shown towards him, said: It is exceedingly gratifying to me to hear all tha 
has been said with regard to my past behaviour and conduct, and as to the 
way in which I have acted in the discharge of my duties in relation to the 
court, in all its departments I have always endeavoured—and I am to 
find it has been so considered by;:you—to act perfectly independently and 
without prejudice, fear, favour, and affection towards all parties. I have 
always dismissed from my mind eny little amount of friendship or feeling I 
have had towards one party or the other when I have had anything like a 
duty to perform with regard to them, and as Mr. Simpson has said, when I 
have been obliged, as of course I always had to do, to decide against one 

ty, I have felt that that party has at all events given me credit for 
aving acted honestly, and to the best of my judgment and ability. I am 
very gratified indeed that they should have been so. But I really cannot go 
into allthe flattery thathas heen heaped upon meby my friends around. Ihave 
had a great deal of pleasure in the exercise of my duties ; I have always had 
assistance from the practitioners in thecourt ; and I am grateful for themanner 
in which I have always been received by them and at the way in which they 
have always submitted to my little dictations with regard to the forms of 
procedure. But I really have no words to soply fe all your praises such as I 
could wish to use. I can only re-echo Mr. Chittock’s observation—I shall 
look upon this occasion as one of the pleasantest of any in my life. It is 
exceedingly gratifying to have this substantial expression of your favour 
and appreciation, and I wish yon all every happiness in the future. But I 
won’t sit down before expressing my appreciation of the kind words you 
have said with regard to my successor, and I have every confidence in his 
conduct of affairs, I have seen him entering upon the duties of the office. 
I feel that he has taken them up con amore, and that he is determined to 
into the County Court work from the very bottom—from the very toad. 
wok of the whole proceedings—and to satisfy himself as to more of the 
detail than I have been able to accomplish, for he will be able to devote 
more time to them, as he is younger. Therefore, I can only hope that 
and you will pass as satisfactory a time as we have done in the past. 


. 


Sa 





HUDDERSFIELD INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


On Monday the annual meeting of the above society was held, Mr. Joseph 
Bottomley, the president, in the chair. 

The Presmernt moved the adoption of the report and the financial state- 
ment, which was secqnded by Mr. Lzaroyp, aa’ the resolution was \ 

The Present delivered his address. He said, after some preliminary 
remarks, it seems to me that of the result of legislative action during the 
past session the Sale of Goods Act claims some observations from me. .The 
ye of this Statute is to codify the law on the subject to which it relates. 
Like the Bills of Exchange Act, 1882, it was by his Honour Judge 
Chalmers, and was introduced into Parliament in 1889. As then presented 
to the House it did not extend to Scotland, but in its present form it applies 
to the whole of the United Kingdom. The Act was on the 
February of the present year, but it is provided by section 63 that it should 
come into operation on the lst of January, 1894. ‘This is, on the face of it, 
en inconsistency, which is due to the session of 1893 being continued into 
1894, with the result of making the Act so far veo oe inasmuch as the 
date of the Royal Assent cannot control the words of enactment. The Act 
contains few intentional alterations of the law, the most important change 
perhaps effected by it is by section 24 with respect to the re-vesting of 
property obtained by criminal means on the conviction of the offender ; the 
result of this is to over-rule the case of Bentley v Vilmont, 12 App. Cas. 471, 
and to prevent police magistrates from making orders for sestitation when 
ees obtained by fraud or crime, short of larceny, has passed into the 
bands of a bond fide purchaser. The Act does not appear 
in the possession of the offender at the date of conviction, and when the 
property has not passed to the offender the purchaser from him is not 
ertitled to the benefit of section 24, but falls under section 21-0f the Act, that is 


of 
on, anon 0 
[ meetings id both 





‘to say, the law as laid down in Cundy v. 
When the Local Government Bill, 1888, which afterwards became the Local 
Government Act, 1888, was orgie cafe Bo Mosca eB the House of 
Commons, it contained provisions for the nig yr tener ow 
oes cree, Soa ceo le eae ea 
ned, an 4s was 
Cikoabe, * The Geranium bawerae re ditinct plod tat moana a 
for the establishment of District should be juced, and by the a 
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Local Government Act of the year have redeemed sach " 
but the Act has also esta Parish and also has su’ a e 
wholly for a partially administration of the Poor-law. The Royal 4 
Assent was given to Act on the 5th of March last, but as 
ish meetings, Parish District Boards of < 


parish Councils, Councils, and 

it does not come into effect until the 8th of November, or such later day 
in that month as the Local Government Board may fix. This has had the 
eiiect of continning tn. atten Se5 Se iis Semen Dee Sees See 
members of urban and sanitary au 

watil Meshee 1905; cad ett kare tesuastne i Seat pe ings, The 
unti , 1895, ve to convene 

ve tnoresecs op elpens Gus gatans sheporers toudl dadiodinr te Iicehae: 
tend pete line ee SrtA gg ache de gen 8 2, 
Rural sanitary districts as a whole. 3. Se which are 
not municipal County boroughs. 5. in London. 
Parish affairs are i 
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a population of 300 or u 

council. The Le mergaewr ne ys pens oe Act y Re yom 
except in municipal the urban Sead eulventiies vl derive 
their powers from the Pa h Acts. Rural district councils have trans- 


fi to them all the powers and liabilities of (1) Rural sanitary authorities, 
@) The highway authorities in the district, with the farther duty of 

all public rights of way, and (with the consent of the County ») 
rights of common. All es-oficio ig pea of the peace 
nes eek ein Yee guardianship, a!l plural 
voting also disappears. Another, by no means least important, result of 
the Act is to separate the administration of temporal from that of ecclesiastical 


affairs in every rural pari ee ee eee 
all the powers of civil administration hitherto by statute or custom 
by the parson, churchwardens, and vestry of a parish. Prior to the Finance 


Act, 1894, the death duties were of five descriptions, viz. :—1. The dutics on 
bates and administrations, known as “ daty.’”’ 2. Account e 
uty. 3. y duty. 4 duty. 5. binge are estate duty. 3 
These w a) 8 per cent. probate and account duties, g to 4 per cent. 
when the property chargeable exceeded £10,000 in value, (b) Legacy 
duties at a increasing with degree of relationship to 
on his ehildren, and never falling on husband 


not 
or wife of tacleter; and te} qnscetive Gullen,-cle> ab.0 perensings 
meeing ik Sl oe to , and also one per cent. 
additi in case of succession ,000 in value. The alterations 


effected by the Finance Act, 1894, are y as follows:—l. A new 

estate duty is created at a percentage from one to per cent. upon 7 
io vale Se grey ee oe and on all kinds of : 
oe Sn eS as personal, settled or not ed. 2. When estate 4 
uty is paid, children and other descendants, and and other ancestors, 

are from both legacy and succession duties, latter are assimilated 

to legacy duties. By the assessment of the duty in the case of succession 

other acme pe faery Pano 8 Scat wan hae 

princi ue upon ne of an 

annuity for the life of the successor. By the charge of interest upon 

instalments. There is 


at a rate of one cent, on ' passing by will or settlement 
for a life interest only, except where the only life interest is that of a 
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Mr. R. P. Berry prosposed that Mr. G. G. Fisher be appointed president 
of the society for the ensuing year. 

Mr. W. Ramspen seconded the resolution, and it was passed by acclama- 
tion, and was then acknowledged by Mr. Fisher, 

The Prestpeyt proposed :—“ That the following members of the society 
be appointed to the offices named :—Treasurer, Mr. A, H. J. Fletcher: hon. 
secretaries, Messrs. E. ‘I’. Woodhead and T. D. Raddock; committee, Messrs. 
R. P. Berry, J. J. Booth, Joseph Bottomley, E. F. Brook, J. W. Piersy, 
FP. A. Reed, A. Swift, Frank Sykes, James Sykes, and J. Walker; auditors, 
Messrs. D. J. Bailey and H. White.” 

This was seconded by Mr. OC, E. Freeman, and was passed unanimously. 

It was resolved, on the motion of Mr. J. J. Boor, seconded by Mr. J. H. 
Dransriep, to recommend to the committee the appointment of Mr. C. Hall 
as deputy-chairman of committees. 


The proceedings then closed. 


BARRISTERS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 

The ral meeting of this association was held on Wednesday afternoon 
in the Middle Temple-hall. The Lord Chief Justice of England presided. 

Mr. Macrory, Q.C. (the hon. secretary), read the report of the committee, 
which stated that the contributions to the funds during 1893 amounted to 
£2,291 8s. The subscriptions were £1,339 13s., the donations £726 15s., 
and a “gg Se £225 was received under the will of the late Mr. Justice 
Manisty. subscribers at the close of the year numbered 758. Out of 
124 applications received during the year, 101 were granted and 23 refused. 
The amount distributed during the year was £2,298. 

The Cuarnman, in moving the adoption of the report, said that he had 
ao honour of presiding there, all the more willingly because he 
had not taken any part in that which was the real business of that 
association—namely, its t and work. It could not ben 
to say anything in justification of the existence of the association. 1t would 
indeed be if there did not exist in the profession of the law some 
means of helping those who fell in the weary journey. It was, he affirmed, 
a self-respecting thing that the association should, by the contributions of the 
members of the profession, show that they were ready by their own efforts to 
extend aid where aid was required. In that society they could apply their 
aid in the most advantageous way—in one case by helping to f: wets a house: 
in another by helping to educate a youth: in another case by publishing a 
book by which the author might reap for himself honour and reward. 
Lastly, there were the privacy and the efficiency with which that charity was 
administered, and the fact that it was one of the most economical of 
institutions of its kind in the matter of working expenses. Behind 
the cold and bald statement of facts which the report of accounts 
revealed, there was the sad story of human misery—he might almost 
have said of human tragedy. He could not doubt that when 
the object of that association were presented to the members of the Bar 
and the Bench, they would ise their duty, aye, the high obligation 
which rested upon them to assist in making it a real and effective aid to their 
brethren in distress, or to the children of their brethren in distress. There 
were at the Bar altogether some 8,500 barristers. Of these 4,388 were 

ising barristers, or in positions in connexion with the practice of the 

. The number of the subscribers was 758 only. He could not doubt 

that, if a little more individual effort was made by each one of the members 

of the Bar and of the Bench alike to bring others into the association, there 
would be a very considerable accession to its members. 

Lorp Justice Rieny seconded the motion. In doing so he said that 
although subscriptions formed the indispensable basis of the operations of 
the association, its satisfactory working must depend upon the tact and 
discrimination of the comuiittee of management, and from all that he heard 
he understood that that task had been very ably and successfully carried out. 
Practically everything was done by voluntary labour. 

The motion was unanimously to. 

The Lonp Cxuancetior moved,“ That the Right Hon. Lord Justice Lindley 
be appointed one of the trustees of this association, in the place of the Right 
Hon. Coleridge.” He referred to the important part which the late 
Lord Coleridge took in the formation of the association. There were many 
who had received benefits from the association who had reason to be grateful 
to the late Lord Coleridge from the interest which he had shown init. He 
(the Lord Chancellor) had always taken deep interest in its work, and when 

ising at the Bar knew intimately its operations, for he served as a 
member of the committee until he ceased the practice of the profession. The 
river Lethe was said to run between the Bench and the Bar. He did not 
himeelf believe that to be the case. He had not experienced it; but at all 
events it was delightful to find an occasion like that, when one could step 
across the river and meet members of the profession with a desire to benefit 
those who had not been so favoured by fortune as some others. 

Sm R. Wensrer seconded the motion, which was carried. 

Loxp Justice A. L. Surrn moved, and Mr. Aurrep Cock, Q.C., seconded, 
& resolution appointing a number of gentlemen to be the committee of 
management for the ensuing year. This was carried, and 

The Ricut Hoy. Gzoncz Denman moved a vote of thanks to the auditors. 
Mr. A. R. Jevr, Q.C., seconded the resolution, which was carried. 

Recorper of Lonpon moved,and Mr. Justice Bruce seconded, a vote 
of thanks to the committee of management and the hon. secretaries, which 
was briefly acknowledged by Mr. Macnory, Q.C., and Mr. Samvet H. Day 
(the hon. seceetaries). 

ee proposed a vote of thanks to the chairman for 


The Soxiciron-Gewenrat said, in seconding it, that he was sure there were 
no two.members of the Bar who, owing to certain restrictions with regard to 
private tice, were so deeply interested in the Barristers’ Benevolent 

as the Attorney-General and the Solicitor-General. 

The Lorp Cuter Justice briefly acknowledged the compliment. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


Law Srupents’ Denatine Soctery.—Oct. 19—Chairman, Mr. Herbert 
Smith.—The subject for debate was, ‘‘ That any retrospective treaty with 
the Argentine Republic having for its object the extradition of Mr. Jabez 


Spencer Balfour is impolitic and contrary to international law.”” Mr. A. W. © 


a = 3.4 absence of Mr. A. F. Christie) opened in the affirmative. 
r. T.8. 
negative. The follo members also spoke :—Messrs. E. A. Bell, H. 
Harcourt, and Neville Tebbutt in favour of the motion, and Messrs. 
Clarke, Tudor Lay, Archibald Hare, F. W. Sherwood, H. R. Miller, and 
H. OC. Gordon against it. Mr. Rupert Blagden having replied on behalf of 
Mr. Barton, in his absence, the chairman summed up. The motion was 
lost by four votes. The — for debate at the next meeting of the 
society, on November 6, is, ‘‘ That this society disapproves of the policy of 
the majority of the present London School Board.’ 








A FAIR DAY’S WAGE FOR A FAIR DAY’S WORK. 


Tue following paper was prepared for the Bristol meeting by Mr. F. H. 
Rooxe (London) :— 

What is a solicitor’s fair day’s work? Is the Eight Hours Bill to apply 
to a legal working day? And if we are t» be prohibited from exercising our 
profession beyond eight hours in the twenty-four, for how mapy hours must 
we work for a day's pay? The general order under the Solicitors’ Remunera- 
tion Act, 1881, su lie an answer to the last question as re zards conveyanving 
business. Schedule II. provides a fee ‘‘for every day of not less than seven 
hours employed on business or in travelling.” But the common lav 
masters, or at least some of them, refuse to accept this asa guide. In a 
recent case a master declined to ailow a country solicitor for an eight hours’ 
journey to attend a trial in Middlesex more than half a day's fee. The case 
was instructive. It was third in the day’s list, and, the court sitting at 10.30, 
it was admitted to be necessary for him to travel up the day before, and also 
that his journey took about exght hours. The case was not reachod the first 
day, and was taken and concluded by the rising of the court on the second 
day. It was then too late for the solicitor to catch any train that woul! take 
him home that mght. He therefore slept in town, or en rouée, anil returned 
home the next day. The master decided that he could only be allowed for 
three days, i.¢., two days for atteudance in court, and one for travelling, or 
half a day each way. The one day here was sixteen hour:, It was argued 
in this case by the opposing solicitor (it is presumed on Biblical authority) 
that an ‘‘evening and a morning” were one day, and that if a man 
travelled at night he must not be p-id for it, as modern conveniences enabled 
him to sleep in the train. Upon this the master expressed no o.inion. It is, 
of course, for the taxing master to decide what is a proper allowance, and it 
is well known that the court will not interfere with his discretion unless a 
question of principle is involved. Itseemed to me that in this case a question 
of principle was involved which would have justified a review ; but the point 
is a rather fine one, and in deference to counsel’s opinion no action was taken. 
Practically, as we know, the master is an autocrat. This was all very well in 
the days when the master’s bias (if any) was on the side of the srecessful 
litigant ; now, his opposition is often more pronounced than that of the 
opposing solicitor. regards the common law masters, there is no doubt 
that “the former days were better than these.” Thirty y-ars ago the master 
was not the nataral enemy of the successful party ; nor did he forget that the 
attorney was the officer of the court, and entitled to his “‘ fair day’s wage for 
a fair day's work,” I remember a master of the Exchequer of Pleas, whom 
we all respected (the late Master Templer), who has said more than once or 
twice in my hearing to a carping opponent: ‘‘ My duty is to see that the 
attorney gets a proper remuneration for what he does, as much as to see that 
he is not overpaid.” We never hear the like nowadays, though the words 
deserve painting in gold in every taxing office. was articled to aa 
authority on common law costs, who gave me many a useful hint on 
taxing. I have often wondered at the apparently indifferent mauner in which 
he would take the objections of the other side. But he Knew his master, and 
taught me the 1 lesson (which some advocates might remember) : 
** Never interfere when the court is with you.” He would whisper to me, 
when I wanted indignantly to deny some statement : “‘ Leave the master to 
deal with the objection.” I don’t think he often interfered unless tho master 
appealed to him, and these tactics were y justified by the state of the 
bill when it was handed across the table, But 1 wonder what would be the 
result of this policy of patience and self-restraint under our present system. 
I must express the conviction that the line taken up by some of tlhe common 
law masters is driving away business from the Queen’s Bench Division. [ 
asked a professional friend in the Society’s Hall the other day for his opinion 


on some tome of practice, when he replied: “I never practise now in the : 
n 


Queen’s h Division. I have no lection for being treated as a thief 
because I have been successful in a verdict for my client.” Another 
practitioner remarked : ‘‘ Nowadays the common law masters seem to consider 
that their mission in lifeis to fine a successful litigant.” Many theories are 
stacted to account for the diminution of business in the Queen's Bench 
Division. The judges who make the rales, and the masters who elaborate 
statistics and write reports and papers, think they know ; but we practitioners 
do know. ‘‘ Cut down the costs,” say they, “‘ apd you will attract business.” 
“ It is just the other way,’’ say we. ‘‘ Simplify the procedure and that will 

Increase the facilities for trial, as you are doing under 


lessen ex 7 
Order xiv, and then give the successful litigant a reasonable indemnity for 
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his expenses, properly incurred, and you will have no complaint of lack of 
business.” 

I may be pardoned for adding some illustrations from my firm’s practic», 
but I confine myself to agency cases, in which the London agents had no 
appreciable personal interest, merely acting in formal matters as to which no 
question of costs arose. Solicitors of position ia their county espoused the 
cause of a policeman, require! by his superior officer to clear his character 
from a charge which otherwise would have involved his dismissal, as it did 
his saspension daring the action for slander which he commenced. He was 
entirely successful on the trial; but counsel consented to a verdict for 
nominal dam: on the defendant agreeing to pay the costs as between 
solicitor and client. The bill was fairly made out, showing the actual work 
done—at a time, be it remembered, when it could not have been anticipated 
that more than party and party costs would have been recovered. It did not 
show that unnecessary expense had been incurred, or that anything had been 
done from over-caution. The master, however, refused to give any practical 
effect to the solicitor and client arrangement, and in my judgment the whole 
amount actually allowed would have been allowed on a fair party and part 
taxation. There was taken off this bill £38 10s. 4d., of which £7 18s. 3d. 
represented disbursements and payments to witnesses. It was impossible to 
make any further charges against the client, and the solicitors themselves 
bore the Joss. For seven months’ work and anxiety (and no one but the 
solicitor engaged in the case knows wh:t that means) the total profit charges 
allowed here were £47 7s. 4d., against which, of course, was chargeable a 
proportion of clerks’ salaries and of office rent and expenses, and agents’ 
c»arges for the formal London work. The net result of that litigation was 
hardly a ‘‘a fair wage for fair work.” In another case a country firm took up 
the cause of a widow in poor circumstences whose husband had died from an 
accident, against which he was insured. It was a most anxious case an i full 
of difficulty, no one living having seen the occurrence; but in the result the 
plaintiff succeeded against the assurance company, and the Judges of the 
Appeal Court rather went out of their way to say that a more honest claim had 
uever been brought into Court, and the only surprise was that it had been so 
strongly contested. The taxing master, however, thought proper to treat 
the bill in so hostile a manner that odjections had to be carried in. One of 
the disallowances complained of was the expense of a medical expert who 
had been specially advised by counsel. The master‘ultimately allowed the 
charge, but the value of the concession was lost by his saying tbat he did so 
‘* with the greatest reluctance” Of course the defendants were encouraged 
by this to appeal to the Judge. They failed, but the plaintiff had to bear 
tbe cost of the objections. In that case the work and auxiety of the 
solicitor for thirteen months was rewarded by £79 4s, 6d. profit charges, and 
though, I believe, no solicitor and client charges were made to the widow, 
she had to pay out of the assurance moneys £42 9s. 3d. for witnesses’ 
exp nses and counsel's fees disallowed on taxation. The moral for us of 
these two cases still remains to be stated. These solicitors, well known and 
respected among their professional brethren and in the county generally, 
declined to take any more Common Law busine-s. Now, will any one say 
that it is for the public good, or that it will tend to the admin‘stration of 
justice in this country, that t'e practitioners among us who are most 
esteemed and respected should decline practice in a particular division on the 
ground of the treatment they expsrience in the taxing offices? Is it for the 
advantage of clients, especial'y the poor and necessitous, that only certain 
practitioners should be willing to take up their cases ? 

In an Appendix I have givon particulars of the taxations in seven cases 
in which my firm have recently been concerned. Some interestiog reflections 
arise from the figures there given. Tle average duration of the actions 
(two of which went to the Court of Appeal) was eight mouths, and the 
average costs allowed was £142 7s. 8d. The total deductions ma“e in the 
bills for the client to pay (a considerable portion of which represeuted pay- 
meéuts to witnesses) were £343 5s. 8d.—about half the aggregate amount of 
the d recovered. Of the total costs allowed, court fees ard other 
payments, including copies, were 14 per cent., and witnesses 10 per cent. 
Counsels’ fees are responsible for 32 per cent. ot the whole. The solicit ‘rs’ 
profit charges were 44 per cent. of the total allowed, or an average of £63 an 
action, subject, of course, as before explained, to payment of a proportion 
of clerks’ salaries, office rent and expenses, and agency ——— is leads 
me to refer again to the anxiety as well as labour which litigation entails 
upon the solicitor, and which, I think, ought to receive more consideration 
than it usually does. The relations between solicitor and client are ver 
different from those between counsel and clie:t. Counsel have no 
gee interest in the litigant as the solicitor, who knows the man and all 
iis circumstances, cannot help taking. Were it otherwise, the barris er 
would not make such an effective advocate. Like a surgeon called in to 
perform a critical amar he knows nothing of his patient. To him he is 
unly ‘‘a case.” The general practitioner, who attends the man and his 
family in their minor ailments, who knows the circumstances of his home 
and life, has far more practical interest in him than the operator called in 
tor the occasion. He occupies a similar position ts that of the solicitor, and 
we may hope that his services are more gratefully appreciated when the evil 
day ba ™ ti But I fancy we should both be better off if cash payments 
| Te . 

I hope it will not be thought that this paper is a reflection upon any 
professional man who has taxed a bill to the best of his ability (he only does 
his duty to his client), or a» a personal attack upon the masters, which is 
certainly not the casé. The actions referred to in the appendix represent the 
views taken by different officials. Of the masters personally we all 
with respect, and there are some whose decisions are almost in 
accepted without murmur or question. I never knew a-solicitor promoted 
to the office of common law master of whom this could not be said. Speak- 


ing , however, when a barrister is appointed master, he 
eT gen 6 about costs, he has probably never seen a bill in his life, 


“ 
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and certainly has never done work similar to that 
I would ask—1. How long will 
by barristers without special qualifications 

ould not there be a gonerel texing dopertaant fhe oll the divisloes, same 


the direction of solicitors as — ie c'eaks, to 
which all actions after trial should be referred, the present common 
Jaw masters and 

costs to deal only with interlocutory matters and otber small bills ? 
8. Is it not time for a revised scale of allowances to witnesses, applicable to 
all the divisions, and promulgated by authority ? 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 
TRANSFER OF ACTIONS. 
Orper or Court. 
Thursday, the 25th day of October, 1894. 
I, Farrer, Baron Herschell, Lord High Ohancellor of Great Britain, do 
hereby order that the actions mentioned in the schedule hereto be 


Justice Vaughan Williams. 
ScuxEpue. 
Mr. Justice Chitty (1893—R.—2237). 
Reuter’s Telegram Com Limited (Plaintiffs) v Thé Earl's Court Indas- 
trial Exhibition Limited (Defendants). 
Mr. Justice Chitty (1894—B.—3976). 
Brown, Janson and (Plaintiffs) v The Earl’s Court Industrial 
Exhibition Limited the M tan District Railway 
(Defendants). Herscustt, 0. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


Mr. Joun Tuomas Marsuatt, solicitor (of the firm of J. T. Marshall & 
G. F. Marshall), of 26, Theobald’s-road, Bedford-row, London, died sud~- 
denly on a aay ult., at the age of sixty-eight. Mr. Marshall was 

tted in 1848. 


APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. ©. Forrescun Brroxpa.s, barrister, has been appointed Assistant 
Registrar of the Ofice of Land iegistry. "Mr. Fortescue Brickdais is the 
son of the late Mr. M. I. Fortescue 
conveyancing counsel to the court. 
Church, he was called to the bar in 1883, and has since practised as an 
equity and parliamentary draftsman and conveyancer. 

Mr. W. Bzprorp Guasrer, solicitor, of 47, Essex-street, Strand, has 
been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths of the High Court of Judicature 
at Madras. ; 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 


Messrs. Norton, Ross, Norton, & Co., of 10, Victoria-street, West- 
minster, and 57}, Old Broad .» Solicitors, announce that, as 
from November 1, they have taken Mr, Edward Garth- 


Disso.urions. 
Aurrzp Frrzcznatp Fox and Gzorgs' Rosert Gorpon Joy, solicitors, 
(Fox & Joy), 59 and 60, Chancery-lane, London. Oct. 25. 
(Gazette, Oct. 30. 
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corporal ihment in addition to that of penal servitude or imprison- 
ment. lordship, in reply, said that he personally was of opinion, and 
he believed that several of his brother judges agreed with him, that power 
should be given to order corporal punisbinent in such cases, and that such 
) oe ser ~ lg be likely to put a stop, in a great measure, to that 
of offence 
On Tuesday, says the St. James’s Gazette, upon Mr. Justice Hawkins 
his seat at the Guildhall he said:—I will release the gentle- 
men of the jury in wai atonce. I do so at the earliest possible 
moment, and in doing so I wish to express to them my deep regret that 
upon such a morning as this they should have been eae als and need- 
lessly called to this court. I think it is really too bad. We have one case 
here, and one case only, to try, and to have to wander through the Cit 
of Londén on a morning like this, and to approach this court throug 
the miserable and scandalous access provided is pitiable. It is, indeed, 
ecandalous that we should have to run the risk of either being drowned 
or disabled simply because the City of London do not choose to keep a 
proper access to the court. 


Resvtts or Messrs. H. E. Foster & Cranrietp’s Sate at THE Mart 
on Tuurspay, THE lst 1vst.—Absolute Reversion to £1,427 Consols—£670 ; 
Absolute Reversion to £6,000 cash—£2,200 ; Absolute Reversion to £18, 600 
— £7,250; Absolute Reversion to One-Sixth of £5,336 —£350 ; Absolute 
Reversion to One-Fifth of £20,400—£1,735 ; Undivided Third Share in 
Freehold Property— £350 ; Policy of Assurance for £2,000 and Profits— 
£1,980 ; Policy of Assurance for £500 and Profite—£390. Absolute Rever- 
sion to One-Fifth of £42,710 ; Policy of Assurance for £1,200—Not Sold. 








COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE, 


Rota or Reowrrars mm ATTENDANCE ON 


Aprpzat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
No. 2. Curry. Norra. 

Mr. Godfrey Mr. Farmer Mr. Lavie 
Leach Rolt i 
Godfrey Farmer Lavie 
Leach Rolt Carringtcn 
Godfrey Farmer Lavie 
Leach Rolt Carrington 

Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
StTrevins. Kexewicn. Romer. 

Mr. Pugh Mr. Pemberton Mr. Clowes 
Beal Ward Jackson 
Pugh Pemberton Clowes 

Ward Jackson 
Pugh Pemberten Clowes 
Beal Ward Jackson 





HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
Micnazimas Sittines, 1894. 
Apprgats AND Motions 1x Bankruptcy. 
Appeals for hearing before a Divisional Court Sitting in Bankruptcy. 


Ta re Smith Expte Tarbuck 

In re Whiffin Expte Official Receiver 
In re Twitt Expte Masters 

In re Painter Expte Painter 


In re Isaacson 
In re Lawrence 
In re Brassey 

In re Waite, J B 


Tm re Miller, J 
Tn re Maund 
Tn re Hewett 


Exp'e Mason 

Expte Lawrence 

Expte Brassey 

E — Bentley's Yorkshire B:eweries, 


Expte Miller, F L 
Expte Maund 
Expte Levene 
Fixed for October 30th. 
Expte The National & Provincial 
Bank of England 
Expte Alderson 


In re Andrews 


In re Alderson 
Tn re Manson Expte Munson 
In re Lewis Expte Williams, J 


Motions in Bankruptcy for hearing before Mr Justice Vaughan Williams. 
Pending August, 1894. 


Tn re Barr Expte Clarke v Sykes 
In re Grain Expte Lee 
Tn re De Vecchi Expte Holmes v De Vecchi 


In re Fanshawe Expte Ni v Official Receiver 
Inre Cronmire Expte O Receiver v Beauclerk 
ors 
In re Same Expte Same 
In re Wells & Croft Expte Official Receiver v Trustee 
In re Milard Expte by 
= re ed & = Expte Fo ag vO 
n re Price, Expte Clough v ey 
In re Abrahams Expte Politzer vy Gresner 
In re Ashiom Expte Pollock 
In re Marsh Expte Trust 
Tn re Cronmire Expte Beauclerk & ors 
In re Linton Mrs Linton v Trustee 
In re Chapman Expte Whiteley v Hayden 
In re Minzesheimer Expte Dalglish v Evans & anr 
In re Bryant & ors v Palmer 
In re North Expte uck v Warner & anr 
In re Davis, Whitworth, & anr Expte Barker v Elder & Co 
In re Turnpenny Expte Child v Turnpenny 





Otp anp Rare Fine Insurance Pottcres, &c., wanted to complete a 
ar .—Particulars, by letter, to A. R. C., 76, Cheapside, London.— 
[Apvr 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Faipay, Oct. 26. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
ee IN CHANCERY. 
Henry , Faeen, ap oe ne ey 


and ad ulars of f thein debts or Ridsdale, 
row, Birmingham. Dale & Co, Birsingham, solors for 
liquidator 


— Pontirex & Sons, Lunrep, York rd, King’s cross, Brewers’ Engineers—Creditors 
required, on or before Nov 26, to send their names and ad 
their r dubts or to James Durie Pattullo, 31, St. Swithin’s lane. Glasier, 47, Essex 
st, Strand, solor for liquidator : 
eee Tuse Worxs Co, Liurrep—Creditors are Lay way 
names and addresses, and of their 


Taxing, Deptord yard, Sunderland. Bo 

Revues Eee va mg Lontrep—Peta for winding up, presented Oct 26, directed = 
‘Manchester on Monday, Nov 5. Co, 14, Castle st, Liverpool. 

pe mated must reach the nbovenamed not than 6 o’clock in the a oles a 


Saturday, Nov 3 
FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. 
Loyat Victoria Benerit Society, Unicorn Inn, Newtown, Montgomery. Oct 13 


bts or claims, to Arthur 


London Gazette.—Turspay, Oct. 30. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Loorep um Cmancery. 


Bid Jew nts for Watson & Co, Bheffield, solors or petners. Notice of 
a Jewry essrs. Sr ee Lompien not lobes than 6 0" iock in the afternoon of Nov 
Pann Coustizs Navication snp Transrort Oo, Linirep—Petn aw: i 
Oct 29 to be h on Nov 7. Kenned y & Co, 1 
Btrand. Notice of appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o'clock in the 

afternoon of Nov 6 

For Traxsver Co (Gomess’ Patents), Linrzp—Creditors are required. on or before Nov 
20, to oe Sa ae of Bway toe gee nny? 
tia Browne, 9, Warwick ct, Gray’s inn. ly, 58, Chancery lane, solor for 


uidator 
Wyaean Soap Co, fone Cee are requi 
their names "addresses, 


and 
and Geo. Proctor, 24, North Ji John st, 
Kurrxsporr Got> Estates, Limite: 
send their names and ad lars of their debts or claims, to 
Macdonald and Arthur John May, 110, Cannon st. Francis & Johnson, solors for 
liquidators 
Ledeen AND Provincia Tix Piatixe Co, Limrrep—Petn for winding up, b agge 
27, directed to be heard on Nov 7. Nield & Strouts, Monument Station bldgs, solar = 
petners. Notice of appearing must the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in 
the afternoon of Nov 6 
Me.itox Mowsreay Piz anv Conrectionery Co, Limrrep—Creditors are requi 
before Dec 12, to send their names 
to Arthur Glover, 35, Hinckley 
Revrer’s Ivrerwationa, Acexcy, Limrrep—Petn for winding up, presented 
fame f ting Molaee et ebicaclnn sans aaa .' h ft oem oa 
aven or ph wg e abov 
than 6 0” o’clock in the afternoon of Nov 6 
eS Lock Syuprcate, Lr 


Barrett, Union ct, Old Broad st. Heath & Co, New London st, Mark lane, 


Notice of appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than in the afternoon 

sha fe ‘Unsuimrrep mx CHancery. 

ee eae evap 3, to John 

Bolton-upon-Dearne. Foster & Raper, Pontefract, solors for liqui lator 
FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. 

Ciry Lawp Axp Crepit Society, Luarrep, 20, Bucklersbury, E.C. Oct 27 








Warntno to inrenpina Hovss Puncnasers anp Lussers.— Before pure 
Tenmitea by an 1 ss rrom The Saaheny Maxinsetee Oot Arrangements 
on Expert from The Oo. (Carter Bros., 


65, a6, "Victoria. street, Westminster. Fee beeper am ouse 2 guineas; 





In re Johnston ite Official Receiver 

Jn re Cottrell Expte Skliros v Boulton 

In re Sage Expte Wilding v Sage 

In re Lobenstein Exparte Child v Nagel 

In re Davis Expte Portil v Hasluck 

In re Buskin Expte Robartes:& Co v Farlow 
In re Same Expte Farlow v Page 


| country by arrangement. (Established 1875.)—[Apvr.] 





required, on or Yoong bay we to send bg te- : 
claims, to George Robe : 


dresses, and particulars of — 


, on_or before Dec 1, © 
& Roche, wenden, 6 Cee liquidator § 


Ear. ao yy 8 Rouxp Oax Inon anp Stesx Works, Limitep—Petn for winding up, : 
to on en ney Nov7. Munns & Longden, 8, © 


» Clement’s = 4 


on or before Moventaet 7, to send 
d particulars of debts or claims, to H.D. Eshelby — 


tors are emg on or before Dec 10, to | 
Donald 


, and particulars of their de’ ry = . 


are required, on or before De: 8, to send 
of their debts or claims, to eg am 


‘Workers’ Co-opgrative Propuctive Society, Laurrep—Petn for ‘ 
Oct 25, directed to be heard on Nov 7. J. G- Lincoln, 16, Ma Mark } ne lr for petner 


before Dec 2, to send their 
Charles White, © 





1894. 





eceiver 


eauclerk & = 


Trustee 
trar 


ee 


anr 
iT 
& anr 


complete a 
Loudon.— 


i their names 
ert Ridsdale, 
m, solors for 


rs—Creditors 
particulars of 
sier, 47, 


before Dee 1, 
ns, to Arthur 
for liquidator 
directed to be 
pool. Notice 
afternoon of 


r winding up, 
& Longden, 8, 
of appearing 
100n of Nov 6 
winding up, 
lement’s inn, 
o'clock in the 


wr before Nov 
or claims, to 
ne, solor for 


er 7, to send 
[. D. Eshelby 


re Dec 10, to 


is, to Donald 
m, solors for 


presented Oct 
igs, solors for 
n 6 o'clock in 
equired, on or 
heir debts or 
uted Oct 23, 
yuse, Copthall 
med not later 
Dec 8, to send 


Sharles James 
ne, solors for 


up, presented 
or for petmer. 
the afternoon 


to send their 
narles White, 


Before pute 
thoroug! 

irter Bros. ’ 
2 guineas; 
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BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—faivay, Oct. 26. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Avtay, Caartes, Putney, Builder Wandsworth Pet Oct 
23 Ord Oct 23 


Auten, James, Dalston, Engineer High Court Pet Oct 5 
Ord Oct 23 


Avstix, Horace Powstt, Penge, Commercial Clers High 
Court PetOct24 Ord Oct 24 

Bassit, Frepentox, Strand High Court PetSepté Ord 
Oct 22 


Bearv, Gronor Henry, New Swindon, Painter Swindon 
Oct 24 Ord Oct 24 
Be.tamy, Horatio, Liverpool Liverpool Pet Oct10 Ord 
Oct 22 


Botte pe Lasauie, Aveuvsrus, St Albans, retired Colonel 
St Albans Pet Sept27 Ord Oct 19 

Baown, Vixcent WItiiam, b iy pape Gent Kingston, 
Surrey Pet Oct23 Ord Oct 

Baowne, Atraep Nevitie, Pet of st, Printer High Court 
Pet 22 Pet Oct 23 


Burrericx, Artuur Bettox, peremer, Merchant Liver- 
pool Pet Oct 24 Ord Oct 

Cougs, Atyraep Heyry, Blandfors, Upholsterer Dorchester 
Pet Oct22 Ord Oct 

CoLtinGwoop, Groner, Forest Gate, Builder High Cuurt 
Pet Oct 9 Ord Oct 23 

Cottrs, Josern, Leeds, Boot Repairer Leeds Pet Oct 23 
Ord Oct 23 

Denennam, Georcr, Gt Yeldham, Farmer Colchester Pet 
Oct 22 Ord Oct 22 

Faryxswonrn, Jony, Alfreton, Baker Derby Pet Oct 22 
Ord Oct 22 

Fi.owerpay, Wi.1am, Eastbourne, Fruiterer Eastbourne 
Pet Oct 24 Ord Oct 24 

dees arg Amasie, Hanley Hanley Pet Oct 12 Ord 
Oct 

Hevas, pS JAMES, ~~ Commission Agent 
Salford Pet Oct 23° Ord Oc 

Hiaorys, Cornnetivs, Tharlby, Cottager Peterborough Pet 
Oct 23 Ord Oct 23 


Hitt, Gzorce Dimonp, Bishopsteignton, Farmer Exeter 


Pet Oct 23 Ord Oct 23 

Jerrensox, James, Leeds, Mattress Maker Lads Pet 
Oct 22 Ord Oct 22 

Jouysox, Henry, Hilton, Yorks, Innkeeper Stockton on 


Tees Pet Oct 20 Ord Oct 20 
Kersnaw, Joun, Chiswick, East India Broker High Court 
Pet Oct 24 Ord Oct 24 
Lucas, Danret, Dewsbury, Tailor Dewsbury Pet Oct 23 
Ord Oct 23 


Manrsnatt, Tuomas, Norwich, a Manufacturer WNor- 
wich Pet Oct 12 Ord Oct 2 

Mossy, Lor, Clifford, Yorks, Sie York Pet Oct 23 
Ord Oct 23 

Mounstrernen, Atrrep, Truro, Confectioner Truro Pet 
Oct 23 Ord Oct 23 

Netsoyx, Tomas, } pat Seed Merchant Ulverston 
Pet Oct 22 Ord Oct 

Rochdale Pet 


Patey, Epwrs, ‘Tochdale, Coachbuilder 
P bn J a Rameey 8 St Ma Peterborough 
'HILLIPS, ve ry’s, Farmer Peterboroug 


Pet Oct 24 

Ratnoxe, Tuomas, Stretford, Boatbuilder Salford Pet 
Oct 22 Ord Oct 22 

pup Freperiox Wi11am, Penzance, Accountant Truro 

Sept 25 Ord Oct 24 

Pa te. Epwakp, a Ford, Baker High Court Pet 
Oct 24 Ord Oct 2 

Scort, Tuomas, Tatetes Bootmaker Leicest-r Pet Oct 
23 Ord Oct 23 

Stappex, Atrrep Envyest, ae img 
Canterbury Pet Oct 24 Ord Oct 24 

Spooner, Josran Beit, Gt Grimsby, Fisherman Gt 
Grimsby Pet Oct 20 Ord Oct 20 

Spraxe, Wiit1am, Dorchester, Farmer Dorchester Pet 
Oct 24 Ord Oct 24 

Summerrizip, Jouw Harnoip, James Ronson, and Joun 
Sixciarm Perris, Birmingham Birmingham Pet Oct 

24 


Greengrocer 


24 

Swarsreck, Joun Wuiterey, and Eowix Josera Evays 
Swarpreck, Barnet, Wine Merchants Barnet Pet 
Oct 22 Ord Oct 22 

Toros, Wiitiam, Hochdale, Coachbuilder Rochdale Pet 
Oct 22 Ord Oct 


Wuiremays, debe Harzais, Brighton, Licensed Vic- 
tualler Brighton Pet Oct 23 Ord Oct 23 
Woratarp-Rieo, Freprricek Leorotp, and Harey 
west Scarsoroven, Halifax, Electrical Engineers 
Halifax Pet Oct 23 Ord Oct 23 
Woop, Atrzep, Holmfirth, Yarn Spinner Huddersficld 
Pet Oct 22 Ord Oct 22” 
Woops, Wit11am Bexyerr, Bedford, Tobacconist Bedford 
fe a a 
RIGHT mPany, Ayles , Tailors Aylesb Pet 
Oct 11 Ord Oct 24° 299 spate 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Axsrey, Faanx, Sutton, os, Clerk Nov5at11.30 24, 
Railwa app, London Bri 
AsuriELp, 
Off Ree, 45, m st, Worcester 
Avera, Winttay, Ho . Kent Nov bat 5at230 Spencer & 


Tunbridge Wells 
eee, Grocer Nov 6 at 2 


cae, Bromsgrove, Nail Maker Nov 2 at 10.30 


Bassett, Groro a Pt 
Bankruptcy bidgs, 
Bares, Witi1am, Burton on Trent, b maps Noy 2 at 2.30 
Ree, Bt James’s chmbrs 
= Gagnon, Leytonstone, oiik Mnnutestonee Nov 7 at 


Sal Sige Wer 

ov Sat 2.30 Bankruptcy 

Caren, Percivat pure, Gloucester Noy 8 at 12 Off 
mg one Gloucester 

“: pont ednesford, Contractor Nov 7 at 1030 Off 


naaet Gaonan, Copthall 
bidgs, Carey st 


Ciarke, Georcs hie) 8&t 
Nov 14 at 10.15 Whaihe Meseet ent square, ings 


ek Wi een en Yon aa Nov 6 at 3 

ConrwELt, Victualler Nov 5at 12 Bank- 
i. Cow 

oe Butcher Nov 16 at 2.30 Off 


biaamet ‘Senet Chapa, Presa Manu- 


facturer “—5e* Of of Paxk 
Eaey, 1 idee Northen Ot Re, 3 Pack 8 at 230 
Panyanonray sos, Allon, Baker Nov 2at 3 ere 
Harris, so “Perse Janes, Kenn Commission 
Agent Nov ptey ign, Carey st 
Penarth, Tailor Nov 2 at 11 
Hitt, Grorar "Diamonp, ton, Coal Merchant 
ry Off 13, circus, Exeter 
Ho! ge Builder Nov7 at 12.45 


"on fee, Bank chmbr, Corn sy Bris 
Hows.1s, — Whitland, Nov 3 at 11 Off 


Ree, 11, @ wag st, Carmarthen 
Ives, Witt1am Henry, Paulton, Builder Nov 7 at 12.15 
Off Rec, Bank Bristol 


chmbrs, Corn st, 
Jaues, Gnirrita, Cardiff, — Nov 6 at 11 Bank- 
ruj bidgs, Carey st : 
Jurrrys, Pret adie 7 a Milliner Nov 6 
at 12 8 
sone Josnvua, — ty st Nov 2 at 230 Bankruptey 


sar Wirias ony 


Kixe, Georcs warp, Wavendon, Farmer Nov 3 at 3 
County Court bldgs, jpton 

Lower, Sanan, Halifax, ne Nov Sat it Off Ree, 
Townhall chmbrs, 


Mansu, oes, / , Pawubroker_ Nov 7 at 2.30 
Ogden’s chm! a See st, Mancheste 

io Faep, aa Nov 2 "at 12 Off Ree, 

yr 

Moore, Samvet, Walsall, Saddler Nov 7 at 11.30 Off 

Morais, ge Farpenicx, Warwick, Coal Dealer Nov 
6atil Of 17, Hertford st, Coventry 

tiene hae — , Grocer Nov 7 at 12.30 Off Rec, 28, 

or! 


2, 

Movunsrernen, Atraep, Truro, Confectioner Nov 3 at 
Off Ge Ses Boscawen st, Truro 

Grocer Nov 3 at 11.30 


rf TR: 
il, Quay st, 
Rews, Evan, , Butcher Nov 5atil Off Rec, 


5 st, 
Ricutxes, Epwarp Joux, My St Leonards, Milkseller 
Nov3at3 Of Gloucester 
Savini Wirchvesnaen Nov 2 at 3 
81, Manor row, Bradford 


Sparrow, Y, Farmer Nov 9 at 2 
Bury St Edmunds 
Builder Noy 3 at 


ll Off a4 chmbrs, 
avenue 
ie Cement Manufacturer Nov 
Srucusury, Harry avenue, Account 
Book Manufacturer Moy 2ef ii Bankruptcy bldge, 
a Ceetn, Sinker Merchant Nov 6 at 12 


an Giall, Harness Maker Nov 7 at ll 
Tuomas, Atrrep Nosgt, Tottenham, ee Nov 2at3 


\irasp, Chemaford, Col Merchant 


Tarrix, 


Track 
Of 








Townsenp, ALFRED, Nov 2 at 
12.15 Shirehall, Chelmsford 
Vicxery, Saran, Bristol, Confectioner Nov7 at 1 Off 
Bank chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol 


Wa o, is, Copenhagen st, Worcester Nov 2 at 10.45 
‘Worcester 


Warp, Witsin, belted, Wi orsted Manufacturer Nov 
6at3 Off Rec, 31, Manor row, b cma 
Wage ogg gh an sponge ee Leeds, Drayman Nov 5at12 


row, 
Ly Leopotp, and Harry Ernest 
x, Electr: ae Nov 5 at 
Townhall chmbrs 


Yarn Spianer NovS at 11 Of 

Wookey Sucowan, Bristol, Furniture Dealer Nov 7 at 12.30 
Off Rec, Bank Bank chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol 

that pub- 


amended notice is substituted for 
in the London Gazette of Oct. 19 :— 


Cottarp, Tuomas Louis, Ni Kent, Farmer Ni. 
“Pat 10 Teantsle Botl Comterbon ™ 








The fi 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Wi Licensed Victualler Tun- 
1 big Welle Pt Sept gr “Oot Ot 
¥, CE 
2 — kgs 24 
AGNA OSEPH. pton Park, Brush Maker High Court 
Pet Sept 20 Ord Oct 90 


Barker, Cuarues (hadnt i Licensed 
Victualler Court Pet ra nd Oo 20 


Brarp, Gzoncz Heyry, New Painter Swindon 
B recog A To, Liverpool Licensed Victualler Li 
EL 

CH, 
eat Pet Oot 4 Ord Oct 4 ti 
ROWN, TLLIAM, Draper 

Pet Oct 17 Ord Oct 20 neste 

Confecticner LDir- 





Boat Repairer Leeds Pet Oct 23} 





mamas, Coenen, Gt Yeldham, Farmer regia 9° 


Fansovesrn, Sous, Aitnton, Retee Derby Pet Och a2 
ru Yorkshire, Yarn Spinner 


we Waksheld Be Osa Commission 
mat ed ae Ra 
Salted Pet Oct38” Ord Oct 20° 
Ht, an Pet Ook 23 Ord Ove 28 ge 
Hosss, Ricuanp, Bristol, Carriage Builder Bristol Pet 


Merchant Pembroke Dock 

Jerversox, James {omm), Leeds, Mattress Maker Leeds 

pea, 2 LO Tilten, Yorks, Innkeeper £:ockton on 
Tees’ Pet Oct 20 Ord Oct 20 





Pet Sept 25 Ord Oot 24 


cee Jonux, East India Broker High Court 
Mo) AVE Butcher Bradford Pet 
"18 Ord Oct 22 57 
—_ Yorks, Grocer York Pet Oct 23 
Morr, Tuomas wor ~~ seamed Jeweller 
A Confectioner Truro Pet 
weaee 
ue gE ae Coachbuilder Rochdale Pet 
Pa J St F Peter 
7“ i Kameey 8 Mary's, Farmer borough 
Scuneiper, | 4, Old Ford, Baker High Court Put 
Oct 24 Ord Oct 24 
Scorr, en Teepe Set Bootmaker Leicester Pet Oct 
mame ALreeD ee Greengrover Can- 


terbury Pet Oct 23 Oct 24 
eed yr ig Builder Edmonton 


Oct 2 








23 
Ww Wiis Beryer, Tobacconist Bedford 
Pet Ot a Oa Oe ee 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 
Parmn, Aerevs Gaines, Builder's Assistant Tuton 
Wadjud July 2 Anmul Oct 18 si 


Anogs, Doxm, Setiey Saeaae Wakefield Pet Oct 26 
B. J J, payee, ieee Mectant N Mon 
w Bet Oot Tuomas Huwny, Brecon, Painter eee 
aac Send Carpenter bial Pet 
GLEY, 
Ord Oct 27 
aa Butcher High Court Pet 
Draper Newcastle on 
Guam sah 1 High Court Pet 
"Oct 25 Ord Ost 2 
Biscnorsw! ce, eee Diamond Merchant 
Duatp & Go, A, Fore sy uildar High Court Pet Oct 10 
Basgan, Jour, and Depew Famncvsn, fateh, Coach- 


26 Oct 
Brocksorr, Soxs, & Pa Dealers High 
Court Pet Oct 18 Ord Oto 


Deax, Samurt 8a Hugglescote, Builder Leicester 

te ee ee aes ae 
wich Pet Oot 27” Ord Oct 27 

Cm W, Journalist High 

Greznwoop, Rosrxsox, Maidenhead, Schoolmaster Wind- 

Manan Fel Ope dl, A. a Leeds Pet Oct 24 
reo 

Br a Cen Liverpool 

Janne, ons Monon, Aberdare, Tailor Pontypridd Put 

Jamns, ore raitham Cross, Builder Edmonton Pet 





20 Oct 

: sass ; Sones 
nig eerecller Oldham Pet Ont 
P ‘ | . ‘ark e. 





seb gi armor ripen nim Corfe Doe pn torte aes 





FSU Pears Aas 


[ 


DEAREST 


Re ay A masta Fe 
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ame 1 J. lang Whatton, Farmer Leicester Pet 
27 
Suaw, zp Groncr, Wi Magna, Market Gardener 
Leicester Pet Oct 25 ‘Set Oct 25 
Baewest Aurrep, Castle Morton, Grocer Worcester 
Pet Oct 26 Ord Oct 26 
Srewanp, Ricuanv James, Cardiff, Tailor Oardiff Pet 
Oct 12 Ord Oct 25 
Tarnsx, Witzutam, and Jonx McDoyatp, Kingston — 
’ Factors Kingston upon a Hall 
og op K. N rt, G T 
Tuomas, Wittiam Kwiaut, Newpo' rocer Tredegar 
Pet Oct 16 Ord Oct 27 Bridg 
Tr J 


Tyrraeeieica, Joux, Weston super Mare, Tailor 
water Pet Oct 25 Ord Oct 25 

—— Gnanoen, Isle of Ely, Farmer Cambridge Pet 

Wane, Taomas, Clacton on Sea, Bank Manager Colchester 
Pet Oct 26 Ord Oct 26 

Waterr, Harotp Wirsox, Bu a, Coal Merchant 
Brighton Pet Sept10 Ord 

Witsow, Joux Kxiour, Haverstock Hil, Gent High Court 
Pet Sept 4 Ord Oct 

Woon, Gzoncs A, Chelsea, Artist High Court Pet Sept 
17 Ord Oct 25 

The fi amended notice is substituted for that | 
published in the London Gazette of the 14th Sept : 

Tuawer, Joux Toomas, Oldham, Accountant Oldham Pet | 
Sept 7 Ord Sept 10 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Agwrtace, Cuantes 8, Buxton Nov6éatii.30 Off Rec, 
County chmbrs, Market pl, Stock, 
Baraerrt, ger Bol cae Wick _ Nov 7 


‘ood st. lton 
Bo Foes, O Old Hill, Staifs, Builder Nov 6 at 10 


ae,  Jous," and Ricuarp Farrctoven, jae Coach- 
ders Nov 9 at 11.15 16, Woodst, Bolton 

Same Josern, and Tuomas Cueearixnetos, Luton, 
Nov 7 at 11.30 Red Lion Hotel, Luton 

Burcuer, Joux, Pentuowy aa, Collier Nov 8 at 12 Off 
Rec, Gioucester Bank chmbrs, Newport, Mon 

Carrer, Ricuarp, Luton, Builder Nov7 at 11 

Cantrwaiant, Faepenic, Leicester, Bookseller Nov 7 at 3 | 
or . Berri st, Leicester 

Cox, Farornicx Joux, Camden Town, Engineer Nov 6 at | 

Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Dyer, Samvuet, Euston rd, Builder Nov 7 at 11 Bank- | 

ruptcy bi st 


, Carey | 
aan? Henry ARBRTT, Stourport, Carriage Builder Nov 
lerminster 
Nov 6 at | 


at2 H G Ivens, Solicitor, Kidd 
Pe Wiese Sheffield, Beerhouse Keeper 
ff Rec Fig-tree lane, Sheffield 
Hanrais, Hyman Nov 6 at 12 
Off Rec, 95, tremple ohn chmbrs, Temple avenue 
Hargis, Joun Ricuarp, Chip; Camdpen, Beerhouse 
Keeper Nov 6at 2.20 H G Ivens, Solicitor, Kidder- 


Hicoixs, Corxerrus, Thurlby Gctlager Nov 16 at 12 
Law Courts, New rd, Pete 
Homes, Wei ham, 


Samus. Freperiox, ng Provision 
Nov6ati12 Off Rec, St Peter’s Church walk, 


Notting 
Inas, W G, & Co, Brixton, Builders Nov 7 at 12 Bank- 
bldgs, st 


ruptcy 

Jineemnee, James, Sane, Mattress Maker Nov 7 at 11 Off 
Rec, 2 Park 

a 

Lewis, Joun, Clodock, Farmer Nov6 at ff Ree, 65, 
High st, Merthyr 


st, 
Miriar, Roserr ~ pay pper Norwood, Doctor Nov 8 at 
11.30 24, Railway app, London 
Moreax, re Ricuarp, Cardigan, a Keeper Nov 
12at2 Off Rec, 11, any st, Carmarth 
= A, omad _— Nové6 at 8 Off Rec, 
Merthyr 


Newpo 


Guin aac 8 ae Corn Merchant Nov 13 at 11 
Off Bec, 15, Gloucester | 
0. rege Rn. 8, A at | 


PP 3... Ppl ater Withi 
12.30 Off Rec, County chmbrs, arket pl, 8 

Panorrer, Ricnarp James Yt, Leicester —% - 
sterer Nov 8 at 12 yg hn digs, Carey st 

Patties, Joux, Ramsey St Ma: er Nov’. 16 at 12) 
Law Courts, New rd, Petert 

Pout, Bensamix, Lewishain Insurance Broker | 
Nov 6 at 11.30 $24, Railway approach, London Bridge | 





08 | 


Red Lion | 


ww, Leeds 
AUL, Mowpest, a er Nov 8 at 11 | 
Gloucester Bank chmbrs, Ni Mon 





ha ~ ba mags Tipton, Hairdresser Nov 6 at 10.30 Off 

. ey 

Rexp, Netsoy, Brockley Nov Sat 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, 

st 

Scorr, Jaues Cuantes, Copthall chmbrs Nov 8 at 12 
Bankruptcy bldgs, st 

Scorr, Tuomas, Leicester, maker Novéati2.30 Off 
Rec. 1, Berridge st, Lei 

Suzo.ey, G B, Harrow rd, Licensed Victualler Nov 12 at 
li Bankru st 


ptey bl 
Sroower, Jostan Bett, Gt Grimsby, Fisherman Nov 7 at 
st, Gt Grimsby 


10.30 Off Rec, 15, 
Srempripce, Stuzox Joun, Painter Nov 6 
at 12.30 Ree, Salis! 

Sriutmay, James, Southend, Cabdriver Nov 6 at 12.15 
Institute, Clarence rd, Southend 
Taresx, WItLiam, and onN MoDowatp upon 

’ Factors Nov 8 at 11. on Trinity 
House lane, Hull 
Uspsrwoop & Torxtex, Fore st, Hosiers Nov 12 at 12 
Bankruptcy st 


Waker, Wren ae ~ sm Neg Rees a Leader Nov 7 at 
11.30 74, Newboroug’ 
Ware Jo erham, Watchmaker Nov ry 8 Off 


* e 
Warner, Georozs Witt1am, Norwich, Furniture Dealer 
Nov7at3 Off Ree, 8, King st, Norwich 


| Warreneap,, Lous, . Hull, Grocer Nov7 
at 11 Ree, Trinity H Hull 


| wastes” phn Poultee aor, Fylde, Licensed Victualler 
st, Preston 


Nov 16 at 3.30 Off Ree, 14, 


| The oe mp7 notice is a oe that pub- 
in the London Gazette o f Oct. 28 


| Srvrcusury, go Roms, Bishopsgate evense, Account 
Book ufacturer Nov 2at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
| Aeoge, Dare, Goole, Shipowner Wakefield Pet Oct 26 
J 
Merthyr Tydfil 


Baryes, Taoomas Henay, Brecon, Painter 
B a 6 - bay So rN ood, Grocer h Co 
ASSETT none. orw urt 
Oct 1 rd Oct 25 : ” 


Pet 


| Bertyn, p ton Whitechapel, Butcher h Court Pet 
Oct'26 Ord Oct26 a iy 


| ee L, « B zs, Brixton, Comedian High Court Pet 


+25 Ord Oct 25 


| Baioos, Jouy, and Ricwarp ey Leigh, Coach- 


builders Bolton Pet Oct 
| Brown, 


Vincent Witiusam, Wimbledon, Gentleman 
m, Surrey Pet Oct 23 Ord Oct 27 


Cattow, Tuomas, Evesham, Innkeeper Worcester Pet 
Oct 23 Ord Oct 23 

Caetwaicut, Freperic, Leicester, Bookseller Leicester 
Pet Oct 25 rd Oct 25 


| Cranx, Tromas, Lambeth, Clothier’s Manager High Court 
| Pet Sept 8 ‘Ord Oct 
aes ~ | b tre: Joux, Kentish Town, Builder High Court 


t2 Ord Oct 25 


| Dean, Jonx, Beckenham, Coachbuilder Croydon Pet 


Sept 14 Ord Oct 24 
Dewwis, Antaur Wittiam Rawet, West Hampstead 
—— Agent High Court Pet July 13 _—~ 


Dennis, Watter Janes Rawet, West Seapiet, Clerk 
High Court Pet July13 Ord Oct 26 
, Builder Nor- 


Emery, James Lewis, Lower 
wich Pet Oct 26° Ord Oct 27 
sy = ge bo ae, Stationer Birmingham 
Gaen, Peres, Bristol, oeublic house Broker Bristol Pet 
Sept 25 Ord Oct 26 
cms Wu" meg Lazars, Bricklayer Leicester 
Oct 3 


Ord Oct 
PR, Rosi ote oy Schoolmaster 
Oct 26 


Windsor Pet Oct 26 Ord 
ae Py Jossern, Leeds, Grocer Leeds Pet Oct 24 


Hieotxs, Corwetivs, Thurlby, Cottager Peterborough 
Pet Oct 20 Ord Oct a7 


hol | | How se, Henry Cuar_es, a Bridge, Provision Agent 


| taaseGncnus Jom Langhroug, Proveon Merchant 
SAAC, CHARLES JOHN, rovision 
PRP a Ls 
AMES, ON et ae 

Oct 24 Ord Oct 





Krexsy, Atraep Faaxcis Pamir, Watford, Clerk Hi 
Court Pet Oct2 Ord Oct 25 
Marsuatt, Tuomas, Norwich, Boot Manufacturer Ne 
wich Oct 12 Ord Oct 26 
Mowrraeyoy, i hear 9 Cheltenham, Tator Ch 
tenham imtng, + 4 Ord Oct 27 
Negpaau, Sauvet, Oldham, Rosondiec Oldham Pet Oct 
26 Ord Oct 26 
Panrcerer, fk all James Doris, Leicester sq, Up 
Court Pet 19 Ord Oct 25 
Perrzr, Henny, Canterbury, Dealer 
Pet Oct 26 Ord Oct 26 
Reap, Faspericx Wiiuiam, Penzance, Accountant Truro 
ne ~~ 24 ot Oct 27 a: 
zp, Neson, , Commission Agent High Court 
Pet Oct 19 ae 
Soorr, James Cuarces, Copthall chmbrs HighCourt Pet’ 
8 ge Rng raed Wi ‘ket 
Haw, ALraep Grorcz, igsten Magna, Market Gardener 
Leicester Pet Oct 25 Ord Oct 25 
Surra, Eanest Atrreo, Castle Morton, Grocer Worcester 
Pet Oct 26 Ord Oct 26 
Tapp, Witt1am Epvoar, Croydon, Clerk Croydon Pet Oct 
Sime Ce Park, Timber Merchant High 
‘appix, Gores, Clapton Par mber 
Court PetOct19 Ord Oct 26 
Turrsk, Awacaname and Joan McDowato, Kingston 
ull, ’ Factors Kingstun upon Hull Pot 


Oct 8 2 
Urrixoett, Geanoer, Isle of Ely, Farmer Cambridge 
Pet Oct 27 Ord Oct 27 


Wane, Taomas, Clacton on Sea, Bank Manager Colchester 
Pet Oct 26 Ord Oct 26 

Woop, Atrazp, Holmfirth, Yarnspinner Huddersfield Pet 
Oct 22 Ord Oct 22 


SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


Nov. 7.—Messrs. Dennant & Co., at the Dover Castle, 
‘Deptford, at 7 o’clock, Leasehold Property (see Adver- | 
tisement, this week, p. 19). 


t, 

Nov. 7.—Messrs. Epwix pon . ee, at the Mart, 
E.C., at 2 o'clock, oe id Building Property (see 
Advertisement, Oct. 20 . 4). 

~ 8.—Mesars. C. C. & coors, at the Mart, E.C., at 

o'clock, a Leasehold Properties (see 


 Seertintmamh, this week, p. 18). 








Subscription, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, which in- 
cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, and Post- 
age, 52s. WEEKLY REPORTER, in wrapper, 
6s. ; by Post, 28s. Soxntcrrors’ JOURNAL, 
26s, Od. ; by Post, 28s. Od. Volwmes bound 
at the office—cloth, 2s. 9d., halt law calf, 
5s. 6d. 

Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity, it is requested that 
application be made direct to the Publisher. 

All letters intended for publication im the? 
** Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 








MApase TUSSAUD’ 8 3 EXHIBITION, 
Baker-street Station, in connection with all rail- 


ways. 
New PORTRAIT MODELS of the Late 


NEW nna and COSTLY DRESSES. 
Children under 12, 
Hixtra Hooms, 2. _Open trom 10 a.m. Sam. 








NATIONAL DISCOUNT COMPANY, LIMITED, 


38&, CORNHILI LONDON, Oo. 





Subscribed Capital, £4,233,326. 


Paid-up Capital, £846,665. 





FREDERICK CHALMERS, Esq. 
ROGER CUNLIFFE, 
EDMUND THEODORE DOXAT, Esq. 


Manager: CHARLES HENRY HUTCHINS, Esq. 


DIRECTORS. 
WILLIAM JAMES THOMPSON, Esq., Chairman. 
WILLIAM FOWLER, Esq. 
WILLIAM HANCOCK, Esq. 


Sub-Manager : LEWIS BEAUMONT, Esq. 


Reserve Fund, £460,000. 


QUINTIN Hi 
JOHN FRANCIS’ OGILVY, Esq. 
AUGUSTUS SILLEM, Esq. 
Secretary: CHARLES WOOLLEY, Esq. 


Auditors: JAMES MORTON BELL, Esq.; JOSEPH ROBERT MORRISON, Esq.; JOSEPH GURNEY FOWLER, Esq. (Messrs. Price, Waterhouse, & Co.). 
Bankers: BANK OF ENGLAND; THE UNION BANK OF LONDON, LIMITED. 


Approved Mercantile Bills Discounted. Loans granted upon Negotiable Securities. 
Money received on Deposit, at Call and Short Notice, at the Current Market Rates, and for 


Longer Periods upon Terms to be Specially 





upon. 


Investments in and Sales of all descriptions of British and Foreign Securities offected, 
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